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ABSTRACT

How Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Motivation Affect Organizational Commitment and
Job Satisfaction: A Cross-Cultural Study in the United States and China (December 2014)

Yundong Huang, M.B.A., Texas A&M International University;

Chair of Committee: Dr. Milton R. Mayfield

This dissertation research is designed to identify how an individual’s work motivation
affects his/her organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Work motivation is divided
into intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. The three components of organizational commitment
proposed by Meyer and Allen are examined separately. This study is a cross-cultural study
based on data collected from the United States and China. The data are analyzed using partial
least square (PLS) based structural equation modeling (SEM). The results of the SEM
analysis are compared between the US and the China sample.
The results of this study show that intrinsic motivation is positively associated with
affective commitment and normative commitment in both the US and China. Intrinsic
motivation is positively associated with continuance commitment in the US, but the China
sample shows a non-significant path coefficient between the two variables. Extrinsic
motivation does not affect organizational commitment in the US, but in China, extrinsic
motivation is highly associated with all components of organizational commitment. Intrinsic
motivation is found to be highly associated with job satisfaction in both countries. Extrinsic
motivation is related with job satisfaction in China but not in the US. The comparison of the
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SEM path coefficients also shows that the path coefficient between work motivation and
organizational commitment is significantly different between the US and China; however, the
path coefficient between work motivation and job satisfaction is not significantly different. In
addition, the PLS regression shows that many of the relations between the variables are
nonlinear.
It has been concluded that the OB findings developed in the US are not directly
applicable to China. Generally, employees motivated by the enjoyment of their job will have
high levels of commitment to their organization and higher job satisfaction. Unlike
employees in the US, employees in China do not regard the loss of enjoyment of their job as
a consequence associated with leaving an organization. The most important finding of this
research is that monetary reward is much more useful in China than in the US in terms of
affecting an employee’s organizational commitment.
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INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Study
Organizations are more closely related than ever before. Modern technological
achievements have brought people from different parts of the world and from different cultural
backgrounds to work and to communicate with one another (Kawar, 2012). Therefore,
organizations are increasingly operating in multicultural and multinational contexts (Tsui,
Nifadkar, & Ou, 2007).
Global businesses offer opportunities as well as present limitations. Because of the cultural
differences of employees, there are more likely to be misunderstandings among people working
in the same organization, and researchers have found that cultural values have a considerable
effect on organizations (Kawar, 2012; Tsui et al., 2007). Hofstede argues that we are all
culturally conditioned: “We see the world in the way we have learned to see. Only to a limited
extent can we, in our thinking, step out of the boundaries imposed by our cultural conditioning”
(1980: 50).
Therefore, understanding and managing cultural differences is necessary (Gelfand, Erez, &
Aycan, 2007). For successful management, people should be able to work with others from
different national and cultural backgrounds (Kawar, 2012). As Tsui et al. (2007) stated, the 21st
century is certain to be the century of international management research (Tsui et al., 2007).
Research in organizational behavior (OB) should provide knowledge that can help individuals
navigate in an increasingly global context (Gelfand et al., 2007).
____________
This dissertation follows the style of Academy of Management Review.

2
Unfortunately, most of the organizational behavior (OB) theories are developed and tested
based on western samples without much regard for their potential global scope, but they are
presented as if they are globally generalizable (Boyacigiller & Adler, 1991; Gelfand et al., 2007).
Boyacigiller and Adler (1991) have argued that management research can no longer remain
within the conceptual or geographical borders of the United States. Americans have developed
theories without being sufficiently aware of non-US contexts, models, research, and values;
however, the entire concept of management in other countries may differ from the US (Hofstede,
1993).
Cultural differences have impacted management practices, but whether or not certain
management theories or findings developed in one country are applicable to other countries is
not a simple question. Scholars have found that some management findings are cultural-general
(Etic), while other findings are cultural-specific (Emic). For example, Glazer and Beehr (2005)
examined whether or not the effect of role stressors, such as ambiguity, on turnover intentions
varies across cultures and concluded that stress is largely a culture-general process. Jackson
(2000) found that the perceived behavior of peers had a significant influence on attitudes toward
ethics in all nations. Giacobbe-Miller, Miller, Zhang, and Victorov (2003) found that managers
in both the US and Russia emphasized productivity over coworker relations. Chikudate (1997)
found that Japanese managers attach a great deal of importance to their hierarchical positions,
but American managers do not. Fey and Denison’s (2003) research showed that effectiveness in
Russia relies more on adaptability and flexibility than in the US. Tinsley (2001) found that US
managers would be more likely to discuss issues, synthesize mutual interests, and resolve issues
than Hong Kong managers. Hong Kong managers, on the other hand, would be more likely to
show consideration for authority and collective interests and to send issues to higher
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management than US managers. Wade-Benzoni et al. (2002) found that the Japanese used the
equal allocation rule more often and expected others to be more cooperative than Americans did.
In summary, it is necessary to conduct a specific cross-cultural study to examine the
generalizability of a certain finding.
In this sense, more empirical studies are needed for building a solid body of knowledge on
cross-cultural management or organizational behavior (OB) (Tsui et al., 2007). To fulfill this
need, this dissertation research is designed to enrich the cross-cultural knowledge in the OB field
by examining the United States and China. The results of this empirical study will benefit both
scholars and business owners in terms of applying American developed OB theories in China.
The People’s Republic of China, often referred to as China or Mainland China, has the
largest population (more than 1.3 Billion) and has the second largest economy (in terms of
nominal GDP) in the world. China is increasingly playing an important and influential role in the
global economy (World Bank, 2013). The latest statistics show that China is the largest exporter,
the 3rd largest importer, and the 4th largest foreign direct investment (FDI) destination in the
world (CIA, 2013). It is critical for both scholars and business owners to examine the
generalizability of OB theories/findings in China.
The unique culture and business environment in China may affect the application of
management theories. Some inconsistencies have been discovered in OB findings and concepts
by examining the US and China. For example, Yang, Chen, Choi, and Zou (2000) found that
family demand had a greater impact on work–family conflict in the US than in China. On the
other hand, work demand had a greater influence on work–family conflict in China than in the
US. Leung, Su, and Morris (2001) examined cross-cultural differences in employee reactions to
feedback. Respondents reacted less negatively to supervisory criticism in China than the
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respondents in the US. Furthermore, Farh, Zhong, and Organ (2004) showed that the construct of
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was not completely conceptually equivalent in China
and in the US. On the other hand, OB research also shows some cultural-general practices
between the two countries. For example, Chen, Meindl, and Hui (1998) found that American and
Chinese employees responded to the situational factors of task interdependence and system goals
in a similar manner. Still, OB research regarding China is very limited. More research is needed
to guide businesses operating in China (Dong & Liu, 2010).
To enrich the literature on cross-cultural organizational behavior, this dissertation research
is designed to provide cross-cultural empirical evidence on the impact of work motivation on
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Specifically, the present study compares the
samples from the US and China to examine whether or not motivation affects organizational
commitment and job satisfaction differently in the two countries.
Motivation, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction are important factors in
organization behavior research (O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Price, 1997; Tietjen & Myers,
1998). It is perceived that a high level of organizational commitment and job satisfaction can
lead to many desirable outcomes for organizations, such as high productivity, low absenteeism,
and low turnover intention (Bang, Ross, & Reio, 2013; Brief & Weiss, 2002; Finegold,
Mohrman, & Spreitzer, 2002; Lee, Allen, Meyer, & Rhee, 2001; McConnell, 2003; Nayak, 2002;
Nhat & Nguyen, 2013; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974; Smith, 2009). Because of the
desirable outcomes, organizations are searching for variables that can improve employees’
organizational commitment and job satisfaction level. Work motivation has been shown by
empirical studies conducted in the western culture to have a positive influence on employees
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(O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Spector, 1997; Springer, 2010; Tietjen & Myers, 1998); however,
the compatibility of these findings in China are missing from the management literature.
This gap in management literature could lead to significant misunderstandings and/or
business failures. For example, some management research in the US shows that extrinsic
motivators, such as money, are not efficient instruments to increase job satisfaction (Currivan,
2000; Spector, 1997; Springer, 2010); however, the present research shows that monetary reward
is highly associated with job satisfaction in China. Therefore, if organizations in China take the
US findings for granted, they may ignore an important way to improve their employees’ job
satisfaction level, which may affect their employees’ job performance and turnover intention and
eventually create disadvantages in business competition.
More specifically, the results of this dissertation research show that the influence of
motivation on organizational commitment and job satisfaction in the US and China are similar
but do have differences. Intrinsic motivation has a similar impact on organizational commitment
and job satisfaction in both the US and China, but extrinsic motivation is more effective for
influencing organizational commitment and job satisfaction in China than in the US. More
specifically, intrinsic motivation is highly associated with organizational commitment in both the
US and China. Extrinsic motivation is significantly associated with organizational commitment
in China but only moderately associated with organizational commitment in the US. Intrinsic
motivation is highly associated with job satisfaction in both the US and China. Extrinsic
motivation is highly related with job satisfaction in the Chinese sample but not directly
associated with job satisfaction in the American sample.

6
Research Question
Many previous OB studies have tested the impact of work motivation on both
organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Currivan, 2000; Meyer, Becker, &
Vandenberghe, 2004; O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Spector, 1997; Springer, 2010; Tietjen &
Myers, 1998). Since motivation is a very broad concept, researchers have divided motivation into
different categories and tested the impact of motivation for each type. Chapter 2 illustrates
different ways to classify motivation types based on past literature. The present study adopts the
most basic classification, which is intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation is
“doing something because it is inherently interesting or enjoyable” (Deci & Ryan, 1985: 55).
Extrinsic motivation is “doing something because it leads to a separable outcome” (Deci & Ryan,
1985: 55).
Empirical studies in western countries show that intrinsic motivation and extrinsic
motivation have different impacts on organizational commitment. Intrinsic motivation is found to
be positively associated with organizational commitment (Fornes, Rocco, & Wollard, 2008;
Johnson, 2011; Meyer et al., 2004; Meyer & Maltin, 2010; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, &
Topolnytsky, 2002; O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999). Compared with intrinsic motivation research,
much less attention has been paid to the relation between extrinsic motivation and organizational
commitment, and the existing research shows differing results. For example, Currivan’s (2000)
research shows that extrinsic motivation is not related with organizational commitment, while
Meyer and Allen (1997) showed that extrinsic motivation may affect organizational commitment.
These differing results may be due to the multi-faceted nature of organizational commitment.
According to Meyer and Allen (1997), commitment has three components that reflect
different reasons for employees continuing employment in a certain organization. The three
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components of commitment are: 1) affective commitment, which refers to an employee’s
emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization; 2) continuance
commitment, which refers to an employee’s awareness of the costs associated with leaving the
organization; and 3) normative commitment, which refers to a feeling of obligation to continue
employment.
Consequently, intrinsic motivation or extrinsic motivation may affect different components
of organizational commitment in different ways. For example, O'Driscoll and Randall (1999)
found that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivations are positively associated with affective
commitment but not associated with continuance commitment. Meyer et al. (2004) show that
employees with high affective commitment experience greater intrinsic motivation, while
employees with high continuance commitment experience greater extrinsic motivation.
Based on the findings in the previous OB literature, the first research question is presented
as follows:
Q1: How does an individual’s intrinsic motivation affect his or her organizational
commitment?
To answer this question in detail, three hypotheses are tested.
H1a: Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with affective commitment.
H1b: Intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance commitment.
H1c: Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with normative commitment.
(The development of these hypotheses is discussed in Chapter 3.)
The purpose of the second research question is to identify the impact of extrinsic
motivation on organizational commitment:
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Q2: How does an individual’s extrinsic motivation affect his or her organizational
commitment?
Similar to Q1, three hypotheses were tested for Q2:
H2a: Extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective commitment.
H2b: Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with continuance commitment.
H2c: Extrinsic motivation is not associated with normative commitment.
(The development of these hypotheses is discussed in Chapter 3.)
Similar to organizational commitment, job satisfaction is also shown to be positively
associated with work motivation (Judge & Hulin, 1993; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012;
Latham & Pinder, 2005; Spector, 1997; Springer, 2010; Tietjen & Myers, 1998). In this relation,
intrinsic motivation plays a more important role than extrinsic motivation (Johnson, 2011; Penn,
2002; Spector, 1997; Stringer, Didham, & Theivananthampillai, 2011). The empirical findings
on the relation between extrinsic motivation and job satisfaction are controversial. Some scholars
argue that extrinsic motivation has no (or a negative) relation with job satisfaction (Brief &
Weiss, 2002; Penn, 2002; Spector, 1997; Stringer et al., 2011), but another group of research
shows a positive relation between extrinsic motivation and job satisfaction (Jang, 2008;
Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Wright & Kim, 2004).
Some scholars have proposed that job satisfaction is also a multi-faceted concept (e.g.
Spector’s (1997) 14-facet model, Hugick and Leonard’s (1991) 16-facet model, and Smith,
Kendall, and Hulin’s (1969) 5-facet model), but unlike research on organizational commitment,
most OB research still uses a global job satisfaction model instead of adopting a certain job
satisfaction facet model (Johnson, 2011; Smith, 2009; Spector, 1997). Therefore, in this research,
only global job satisfaction (overall job satisfaction) is measured and tested.
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Based on the previous findings on motivation and job satisfaction, the third and fourth
research questions of the present study are:
Q3: How does an individual’s intrinsic motivation affect his or her job satisfaction?
Q4: How does an individual’s extrinsic motivation affect his or her job satisfaction?
The hypotheses to be tested are:
H3: Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with job satisfaction.
H4: Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with job satisfaction.
(The development of these hypotheses is discussed in Chapter 3.)
As mentioned previously, cultural differences could affect individuals’ behavior
(Boyacigiller & Adler, 1991; Dong & Liu, 2010; Hofstede, 1980, 1993, 2001). Therefore, data
were collected from both the US and China to examine: 1) whether or not empirical results of the
present study are consistent with previous OB literature; and 2) whether or not the findings in the
US are consistent with the findings in China.
Therefore, the purpose of the fifth and sixth research questions is to compare the findings
in the US and China:
Q5: How does the relation between work motivation and organizational commitment differ
between the US and China?
Q6: How does the relation between motivation and job satisfaction differ between the US
and China?
The hypotheses to be tested are:
H5: There is significant difference between the result of the US sample and the China
sample for a motivation-organizational commitment relation.
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H6: There is significant difference between the result of the US sample and the China
sample for a motivation-job satisfaction relation.
To answer Q5 and Q6, the present study compared the path coefficients between the US
sample and the China sample. It should be noted that although the national culture is suggested
to be the differentiator, a research study that compares two countries cannot exclude potential
influences from other factors. In a literature review of cross-cultural research, Tsui et al. (2007)
found that 49 out of 93 studies are comparisons of two countries, and many of those studies
mentioned did not measure any culture variables. They also argued that researchers have ignored
the fact that culture is not the only differentiator of nations (Tsui et al., 2007).

Contribution of the Research
For organizations, improving employees’ organizational commitment and job satisfaction
can bring many desirable outcomes, such as higher performance, lower absenteeism, and lower
turnover (Bang et al., 2013; Brief & Weiss, 2002; Finegold et al., 2002; Lee et al., 2001;
McConnell, 2003; Nayak, 2002; Nhat & Nguyen, 2013; Porter et al., 1974; Smith, 2009). By
changing motivational levels, organizations may improve their employees’ organizational
commitment and job satisfaction level (Currivan, 2000; Meyer et al., 2004; O'Driscoll & Randall,
1999; Spector, 1997; Springer, 2010; Tietjen & Myers, 1998). Therefore, my research questions
are designed to examine the specific influence of different forms of motivation on both
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. A comparison between the results from the US
and the results from China can help both scholars and practitioners better understand the role of
cultural differences in motivation and better utilize different forms of motivation in the US and
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China. The findings of the present research offer a great potential contribution to academic
research and to business practices.
Academically, the present research enriches OB literature in an international context. As
mentioned previously, whether or not an empirical finding discovered in one country is
applicable in another country depends on a specific cross-cultural study. There are many
previous studies on the relation between work motivation and organizational commitment and
job satisfaction based on the US samples, but no research shows the compatibility of those
findings in China yet. The present study provides empirical evidence that the impact patterns of
work motivation on organizational commitment is very different in the US than it is in China, but
the impact of work motivation on job satisfaction is generally the same in both the US and China.
Thus, the US management theory in this particular field should not be applied to China directly
before conducting a cross-cultural examination.
Furthermore, the present study provides additional empirical evidence to confirm previous
OB findings. Namely, the findings on intrinsic motivation are consistent with previous OB
literature in which intrinsic motivation is highly associated with both job satisfaction and
organizational commitment in the US (Judge & Hulin, 1993; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012;
Latham & Pinder, 2005; Spector, 1997; Springer, 2010; Tietjen & Myers, 1998). The China
sample showed different results in which intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance
commitment.
More importantly, the present study helps to explain some inconsistencies in previous OB
literature, especially regarding the relation between extrinsic motivation and organizational
commitment and job satisfaction. The results show that in the China sample, extrinsic motivation
is positively associated with affective commitment but negatively associated with continuance
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commitment and normative commitment. There is no direct relation between extrinsic
motivation and affective commitment and continuance commitment in the US, but a moderate
positive relation exists between extrinsic motivation and normative commitment in the US
sample. These findings supports the necessity to examine the relation between extrinsic
motivation and every component of organizational commitment (O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999).
On the other hand, the US sample results show that extrinsic motivation is not associated
with job satisfaction. The China sample shows a positive path coefficient between the two
variables, but the effect size is very low. This finding generally supports the argument of Jang
(2008), Moynihan and Pandey (2007), and Wright and Kim, (2004). At the same time, it
indicates that extrinsic motivation is not a major contributor to job satisfaction. To some extent,
this finding also supports the arguments made by Brief and Weiss (2002), Spector (1997), and
Stringer et al. (2011). The path coefficients comparison also shows that there is no significant
difference regarding the path coefficient between extrinsic motivation and job satisfaction in the
two samples.
In a practical sense, this research can benefit organizations by providing suggestions to
better improve organizational commitment and job satisfaction in the U.S and China. The first
and most important suggestion is that money (monetary reward) is more influential in China than
in the US. More specifically, monetary reward is only moderately associated with normative
commitment in the US; however, in China, monetary reward is highly associated with job
satisfaction and all three components of organizational commitment. The R-square contribution
of monetary reward in China is also much higher than in the US, which means that money has a
higher explanatory power in China than in the US. Therefore, for American organizations that
plan to expand their businesses or that have already operated in China, it is important to
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acknowledge the power of money as a motivator. Money may not improve organizational
commitment and job satisfaction significantly in America; however, in China, the impact is
significant.
The second suggestion is that intrinsic motivation is not considered to be a potential cost
associated with leaving an organization in China. Our findings show that intrinsic motivation is
highly associated with continuance commitment in the US but not in China. According to Meyer
and Allen (1997), employees may behaviorally maintain their membership in an organization
because they need to do so. Continuance commitment refers to the awareness of the costs
associated with leaving the organization. In the China sample, my findings show that losing an
interesting job is not considered to be a cost. At least, it is not a reason for employees to keep
their membership in an organization. For employees in the US, it is a cost that can motivate
employees to stay in an organization.

Overview of Variables
The present study is a management study focused on the organizational behavior (OB)
field. Therefore, any term or variable used in this study is in a business context. For example,
“motivation” refers to work/job motivation rather than educational motivation. Also, “work/job”
refers to a paid position in an organization rather than to a homework assignment for a student in
school.
The following paragraphs will only present the definitions of variables adopted for the
present research; for most of the variables, many different definitions exist in the management
literature. More details on the development of these definitions are presented in Chapter 2.
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Work/job motivation is defined as a set of energetic forces that originate both within as
well as beyond an individual’s being to initiate work-related behavior and to determine its form,
direction, intensity, and duration (Latham & Pinder, 2005; Pinder, 1998). The factors that can
trigger those energetic forces are usually referred to as drives, needs, motivators, rewards,
incentives, etc., in different motivation theories and by different authors (see more details in
Chapter 2).
The present study adopted a widely-used classification of motivation, which is intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic Motivation is “doing something because it is inherently
interesting or enjoyable” (Deci & Ryan, 1985: 55). Extrinsic Motivation is “doing something
because it leads to a separable outcome” (Deci & Ryan, 1985: 55). According to Deci (1975), an
activity is intrinsically-motivated if there is no apparent external reward for the activity.
Organizational Commitment has three components. Meyer and Allen (1991) define
affective commitment as “the employee’s emotional attachment to, identification with, and
involvement in the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1991: 67). Employees with a high level of
affective commitment continue membership in an organization because they want to do so.
Continuance commitment refers to “an awareness of the costs associated with leaving the
organization. Employees whose primary link to the organization is based on continuance
commitment remain because they need to do so” (Meyer & Allen, 1991: 67). Normative
commitment is defined as “a feeling of obligation to continue employment. Employees with a
high level of normative commitment feel that they ought to remain with the organization”
(Meyer & Allen, 1991: 67).
Job Satisfaction is simply the degree to which people like their jobs (Spector, 1997). The
present research adopts Price’s (1997) definition because it is consistent with the measurement
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scale applied in this research. Price defines job satisfaction based on Vroom’s definition as “the
degree to which employees have a positive affective orientation towards employment by the
organization” (1997: 470)

Organization of Study
This dissertation is composed of seven chapters. Chapter 1 introduces: 1) the purpose of
study. Global businesses require knowledge of management in an international context, but most
empirical findings are based on the western culture. Specifically, the influence of motivation on
organizational commitment and job satisfaction need to be tested in China. 2) Research
questions. Six research questions are proposed to examine the relation between motivation and
organizational commitment and job satisfaction in both the US and China. 3) Contribution of the
research. Both the academic contribution to the management literature and the contribution to
business practices are discussed. 4) Overview of the variables. Definition of the key variables are
provided and briefly discussed.
Chapter 2 is a review of the related literature. In this chapter, the definitions and the
development of major theories of motivation, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction
are reviewed and discussed. The major theories and models reviewed in this chapter include the
hierarchy of needs theory, achievement motivation theory, equity theory, expectancy theories,
and goal-setting theory for motivation. For commitment research, Meyer and Allen’s threecomponent model is introduced as well as the attitudinal and behavioral approaches in
commitment literature. For research on job satisfaction, the job characteristic theory and the
dispositional theory are introduced. In addition, for every key variable, cross-cultural empirical
findings are presented and discussed.
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Chapter 3 illustrates the theoretical links and empirical findings among the focal variables,
which are the basis of my hypotheses development. Empirical findings in OB literature show that
individuals’ motivation may affect their organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Six
hypotheses are proposed based on previous literature. Further, cross-cultural OB literature
suggests that results may vary in different cultures. Two more hypotheses are proposed
accordingly.
Chapter 4 introduces the methodology of the present study. In this chapter: 1) the
measurement scale of the key variables are presented and discussed. All of the scales used in this
research are adopted from well-established and tested scales from previous studies. 2) A brief
overview of the control variables is presented. 3) The survey design and data collection
processes are presented. 4) The statistical methodology is presented. Data are analyzed using
partial least square (PLS) based structural equation modeling (SEM).
Chapter 5 presents the model assessment. In this chapter, 1) descriptive statistics of the
sample are discussed. 2) Validity and 3) Reliability of the variables are checked. 4) This chapter,
then, shows the overall model fit and 5) the measurement model differences between the US
sample and the China sample.
Chapter 6 presents the SEM analysis results.1) the first part is overview of the results. 2)
Then, results of the US sample and results of the China sample are presented. 4) Cross-cultural
comparison between the two samples is conducted. At last, the results of all hypotheses tests are
presented and discussed.
In Chapter 7, 1) the conclusion is made by answering the research questions. 2) Several
limitations of the study are presented and discussed. 3) For each limitation, recommendations for
further research are provided.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews the organizational behavior (OB) literature related to the three focal
variables in the present research (work motivation, organizational commitment, and job
satisfaction). For each of the variables, previous studies are presented in three sections:
1) Definition. This section reviews the multiple definitions of each variable to avoid
confusion or misunderstanding.
2) Development. Major theories and models are reviewed and discussed.
3) Cross-cultural Findings. Empirical findings outside the US are reviewed to show how
country differences may affect each variable.

Motivation
Definition
Generally, to be motivated means to be moved to do something (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Motivation is a broadly-used concept in many disciplines, such as philosophy, psychology,
education, and management. In the management field, it usually refers to work motivation (or job
motivation). Work motivation is a construct that is very difficult to define because there “are
many philosophical orientations toward the nature of human beings and about what can be
known about people” (Pinder, 1998: 11). Therefore, the following paragraphs present several
definitions of motivation from different perspectives. It is impossible to conclude which one is
the correct definition.
Ray (1980) defined job motivation as the desire to reach job-related goals that are
considered to be difficult and socially approved. According to Tsai (2000), motivation is an
internal state that increases individual’s energy to become active, promotes individuals toward
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certain goals, and influences individual’s learning strategies and cognitive process. Robbins
defined motivation as the “willingness to exert high levels of effort toward organizational goals,
conditioned by the effort’s ability to satisfy some individual need” (2001: 212). Jang (2008)
suggested that motivation is the direction and persistence of actions towards the satisfaction of
certain needs and expectation. Nhat and Nguyen (2013) argued that motivation is a set of
indefinite factors that cause an employee to perform his or her duties in a special way. Pinder
defined work motivation as “a set of energetic forces that originates both within as well as
beyond an individual’s being, to initiate work-related behavior, and to determine its form,
direction, intensity, and duration” (1998: 11). All of the definitions of work motivation contain
similar meanings. Pinder’s definition is adopted in the present study because it is highly-cited in
motivation literature (over seven hundred citations, according to Google Scholar).
In motivation literature, the factors that can motivate individuals to work are usually
referred as drives, needs, motivators, rewards, incentives, etc., in different motivation theories
and by different authors (e.g. Adams, 1965; Bang et al., 2013; Deci, 1972a; Georgopoulos,
Mahoney, & Jones Jr, 1957; Magny, 2012; Maslow, 1943; Nhat & Nguyen, 2013; Springer,
2010). In reviewing motivation literature, it is shown that these terms are generally
interchangeable but should be used in different ways. For example, money as a form of tangible
incentive is also called monetary rewards. When an individual is motivated by money, money is
a motivator or a drive for motivation. Someone can also be motivated because of his/her need for
money. In motivation literature, drives and needs are usually referred to as intrinsic factors that
can trigger motivation, such as a need for power. Rewards and incentives are usually referred to
as extrinsic factors, such as money. Motivator is a neutral term that can refer to both intrinsic and
extrinsic factors.
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The classification of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation is widely-adopted and has been
shown to be useful in the management research (Frye, 2012; Jordan, 1986; Magny, 2012;
Sherman & Smith, 1984; Tremblay, Blanchard, Taylor, Pelletier, & Villeneuve, 2009). The
origin of this classification is difficult to determine. Based on Google Scholar results, over
twenty-thousand scholarly works have used this classification; however, their definitions of
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are not all the same.
The earliest use can be found is Barrett’s (1911) educational psychology research in which
he stated that the basis of intrinsic motives lies in some quality of the object itself. Extrinsic
motivation is based on some merely accidental character of the object. Intrinsic motivation was
also observed in experimental studies of animal behavior. Those studies show that animals’
behavior could be driven by playfulness and curiosity in the absence of reinforcement or reward
(White, 1959).
In the field of OB, Hunt (1965) observed that when an external reward is not present
something still motivates organisms to act or react. These intrinsic motivations reveal a great
deal about the inherent pleasure and joy that participating in an activity brings to an individual.
Deci (1975) also argues that an activity is intrinsically motivated when there is no external
reward for the activity. In Hunt’s (1965) and Deci’s (1975) definitions, intrinsic motivation
refers to the enjoyment of the task or job itself. All other forms of external rewards are the source
of extrinsic motivation. Deci (1972a) defines extrinsic rewards as the factors mediated outside of
the person, such as money and verbal reinforcement (motivating language). On the other hand,
an individual is intrinsically motivated to do something if there is no apparent reward other than
the task itself.
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Some scholars have a similar but different understanding of this classification. The major
difference is whether or not intrinsic motivation includes intangible factors other than the
enjoyment of task, such as opportunities for development and autonomy. For example, Holt
(1993) classified extrinsic motivations as tangible aspects of a job, such as wages, benefits, and
job security; intrinsic motivations include a sense of achievement and self-esteem and include
aspects such as autonomy. Lepper defined intrinsically motivated behavior as the “behavior
undertaken for its own sake, for the enjoyment it provides, the learning it permits, or the feelings
of accomplishment it evokes. An individual is said to be extrinsically motivated in order to
obtain some reward or avoid some punishment external to the activity itself” (1988: 292). Penn
(2002) argued that intrinsic motivation includes internal reinforcements, such as learning and
mastery. Jang (2008) proposed four facets of intrinsic motivation: 1) Opportunities for
Advancement and Development, 2) Interesting Work (having a challenging job with a variety of
duties), 3) Appreciation and Praise for Work done, and 4) Feeling of Being Involved.
The present study adopted the definition proposed by Deci and Ryan (1985). In short,
intrinsic motivation is “doing something because it is inherently interesting or enjoyable” (Deci
& Ryan, 1985: 55). Extrinsic motivation is “doing something because it leads to a separable
outcome” (Deci & Ryan, 1985: 55). In a later version of definitions, Gagné and Deci claimed
that “intrinsic motivation involves people doing an activity because they find it interesting and
derive spontaneous satisfaction from the activity itself. Extrinsic motivation, in contrast, requires
an instrumentality between the activity and some separable consequences, such as tangible or
verbal rewards, so satisfaction comes not from the activity itself but rather from the extrinsic
consequences to which the activity leads” (Gagné & Deci, 2005: 331). Many other scholars have
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also proposed a similar classification in which intrinsic reward is doing the task itself (Harlow,
1953; Johnson, 2011; White, 1959).
According to the definition adopted in this manuscript, all types of motivators can be
classified as extrinsic motivators, except the enjoyment of doing the work itself. Therefore, it is
difficult to completely measure someone’s extrinsic motivation. For example, an individual
could be motivated by money, job security, promotion, feedback, or social status. Another
individual may have a completely different set of motivators. Operationally, a study can only
measure very limited types of extrinsic motivators. In the present study, a single type of extrinsic
motivator is applied, which is monetary rewards (overall monetary compensation also referred to
as money, pay, income, or financial rewards). For the reasons for measuring only one form of
extrinsic motivator, please see Chapter 3.
Money is one of the main extrinsic motivators, but that does not mean that extrinsic
motivators are limited to money (Adeogun, 2008; Ahuvia, 2008; Andersen & Pallesen, 2008;
Dickey, Watson, & Zangelidis, 2011; Nhat & Nguyen, 2013; Shaul, 2007). As mentioned
previously, there are many types of extrinsic motivators, such as job security, promotion, and
people contact. Many scholars argue that money is not the only motivator (Casuneanu, 2011;
Furnham, 2005; Gunderman & Kamer, 2011; Pardee, 1990; Ritchie & Martin, 1999), but none of
them deny the role of money as a motivator. Almost every motivation theory includes a
monetary motivator (or more general forms, such as physical needs) as an important factor (or
input) (Adams, 1965; Maslow, 1943; Miner, 2005; Porter & Lawler, 1968). In the studies that
aim to identify major motivators, money is always shown to be an important motivator (Jang,
2008; Kovach, 1987; Nhat & Nguyen, 2013; Ritchie & Martin, 1999).
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From an economic point of view, money is viewed as fundamental to the exchange relation
between employers and employees (Singh, Fujita, & Norton, 2004), but in OB literature, an
intrinsic motivator has more impact on a person’s behavior than an extrinsic motivator
(Andersen & Pallesen, 2008; Holt, 1993; Jang, 2008). This argument is also confirmed by the
present research in which intrinsic motivation has higher path coefficients and R-square
contributions than extrinsic motivation. Nevertheless, among extrinsic motivators, money is still
very important. In motivation literature, many scholars have emphasized the importance of
money. Currall, Towler, Judge, and Kohn (2005) argued that no other incentive or motivational
technique comes close to money. Stringer et al. (2011) also concluded that money is a powerful
lever to influence extrinsic motivation. Ahuvia (2008) presented an interesting question: If
money does not motivate individuals, why do organizations still act as if it does? He concluded
that money is important for individuals to achieve some evolutionary desires. Adeogun (2008)
argued that individuals are likely to understate the importance of money because they misjudge
how employees may react to an offer of a higher-paying job. Also, individuals view money as a
less noble source of motivation than factors such as challenging work or work that makes a
contribution to society. In summary, money is not the only extrinsic motivator, but it is a very
important extrinsic motivator that can be used as a good representative for the operational
purpose of conducting the present study.

Development
Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations are not theories; they are classifications. They helps
scholars better understand the nature of motivation but cannot explain why and how people are
motivated to do things, which is the fundamental question in the motivation field. To answer this
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question, many theories and models have been developed from different perspectives. The
following paragraphs review some of the major theories in the motivation research field. All of
the major theories have their own classification of motivations. Since each motivation theory
explains motivation behavior from different aspects, their classifications are not fully compatible
with one another. It may be the reason that the basic classifications of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation are more widely-cited than the classifications used in major motivation theories.
Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs is one of the most cited theories of motivation. It was
developed in the 1940s but still has a significant influence on current research (Nhat & Nguyen,
2013; Springer, 2010). The hierarchy of needs theory classified human needs into five levels
similar to a pyramid. The theory states that individuals try to satisfy the lower (basic) levels of
needs and then move forward to pursue higher levels of need. The lower needs levels are similar
to extrinsic motivation. The higher needs levels are similar to intrinsic motivation.
According to Maslow (1943), the lowest needs are physiological, such as food and shelter;
the second level is safety, such as being secure from harm; the third level is belongings/social,
such as the need to be liked; the fourth level is self-esteem, such as the need to be valued; and the
highest level is self-actualization, which refers to what a person’s full potential is and the
realization of that potential (Miner, 2005). Maslow proposed that lower order needs must be
satisfied before the higher level needs (Maslow, Frager, Fadiman, McReynolds, & Cox, 1970;
Springer, 2010).
The origin of the hierarchy of needs theory can be traced back to Freud’s work in the 1920s
in which an individual’s psyche is divided into three levels: the id, the ego, and the superego.
The id refers to an individual’s instinctive animal nature, which is similar to Maslow’s first three
needs levels. The ego prompts an individual to identify him or herself in the world and seeks to
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pursue the instinctive needs in realistic ways, which is related to the fourth level in Maslow’s
theory. The superego involves the internalization of cultural rules, which is comparable to
Maslow’s self-actualization (Freud, 1920; Maslow et al., 1970; Schacter, Gilbert, & Wegner,
2009).
Based on Maslow’s work, McClelland and Atkinson (1948) developed the achievement
motivation theory (also referred to as the learned needs theory) in the 1940s. The achievement
motivation theory states that all motives are learned. Those motives are arranged in a hierarchy
of potential for influencing behavior. Unlike Maslow’s theory, the achievement motivation
theory states that the hierarchies of the needs are different among individuals. Individuals learn
to associate positive and negative feelings with certain things that happen around them. For
example, if a certain type of work generates feelings of enjoyment, individuals will be
characterized by having strong achievement motivation.
The achievement motivation theory originated from research that examines the relation
between hunger needs and the degree to which food imagery dominates thought processes
(McClelland & Atkinson, 1948). McClelland and Atkinson (1948) designed an interesting
methodology for his experiment, called the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT). The TAT
presented individuals with a series of pictures and asked them to provide a brief story of what
was happening in the pictures. The story was then analyzed to find a certain theme. The theme is
the key to identify certain type of needs (McClelland & Atkinson, 1948).
McClelland and his colleagues identified three set of needs. The need for achievement is
defined as success in competition with some standard of excellence. The need for power refers
to desiring the control to influence a person. The theory states that power motivation affects
people’s behavior in a variety of ways. Different individuals can develop different characteristic
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modes of expression of power motivation. 3) The need for affiliation refers to establishing,
maintaining, or restoring a positive affective relationship with another person (Atkinson, Heyns,
& Veroff, 1954). People with a high need for affiliation tend to stay on good terms with
everybody, and, therefore, is the one most likely to make exceptions in terms of particular needs
(Miner, 2005).
Among McClelland’s three types of needs, the need for achievement is related more
closely to extrinsic motivation in which money or social status is the standard of excellence in
competition. The need for power can be intrinsic when someone enjoys his/her job of being an
authority figure with power, or it can be extrinsic when someone works hard in order to be
promoted to a position with power. The need for affiliation is related more to intrinsic motivation
but depends on whether or not a relationship with a co-worker is considered to be part of the
work.
The equity theory explains motivation from a very different angle. Adams (1965)
introduced the equity theory to the organizational behavior field in the 1960s. Unlike the
achievement motivation theory that focuses on people’s needs, the equity theory explains the
motivation process by the input and outcome balance of an individual. In other words, in the
equity theory, people are not motivated by needs. The major motivating force is striving for
equity of one’s efforts and rewards (Adams, 1965). Miner (2005) summarized some inputs and
outcomes in the equity theory from Adams’s previous works. The following table illustrates what
factors are regarded as the inputs and outcomes in the equity theory.
As Table 2.1 shows, the outcomes include both intrinsic rewards (motivators) and extrinsic
rewards (motivators). In the equity theory, individuals try to exchange their inputs for equivalent
outcomes, but, in most cases, individuals stay in a status of inequity in which the inputs and
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outcomes are not equal. In this case, people will accordingly adjust their behavior to change the
inequity status, such as increasing the effort in their work (Adams, 1965).

Table 2.1 Example inputs and outcomes from employment
Inputs
Outcomes
Education
Pay/Money
Intelligence
Intrinsic rewards
Training
Satisfying supervision
Skill
Job status
Age
Status symbols
Social status
Working conditions
Job effort
Health
Source: (Miner, 2005)

Whether or not the inputs and outcomes are considered to be equal varies among people
and situations. When people are compared in terms of inputs and outcomes, the sense of fairness
is not only a personal feeling but is also related to other people. They need a reference to make a
judgment. Usually, this reference comes from co-workers’ inputs and outcomes. If the ratio of an
employee’s outcomes to inputs significantly deviates from the ratio of the reference people, then
the employee will feel that he/she is unfairly treated. This status is called inequity, which is
unfavorable to the individual. Inequity will trigger a serious type of behavior that seeks to strive
for equity. It is difficult to evaluate the equity of inputs and outcomes objectively. People judge
equity through reference sources and are affected by different situations. In this sense, an
employee may cognitively distort inputs and outcomes to achieve equity status. Limiting the
reference source in the environment can usually achieve this result. Similarly, creating a new
reference source may have the same influence (Adams, 1965; Deci, 1972b; Miner, 2005; Tsai,
2000).
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The equity theory does not place enough emphasis on the classification of intrinsic and
extrinsic output. It is obvious that extrinsic outcomes (such as money) are easier to compare with
references than intrinsic outcomes. Accordingly, the distortion of an employee’s cognition of
equity will be easier for employees who mainly receive intrinsic rewards and harder for
employees who mainly receive extrinsic rewards. Unfortunately, this issue does not appear to
have been explored.
The Expectancy Theory (also called the VIE theory or the instrumentality theory) is
another important motivation theory. According to Miner’s (2005) analysis, the expectancy
theory is a group of similar theories introduced by Georgopoulos, Mahoney, Jones, Vroom,
Porter, and Lawler. This theory states that individuals are motivated when they expect to achieve
or acquire something from their work (Tsai, 2000). Vroom (1964) explained that individuals tend
to prefer certain goals or outcomes over others. They thus anticipate experiencing feelings of
satisfaction should such a preferred outcome be achieved (Miner, 2005; Vroom, 1964).
In the expectancy theory, motivational goals (outcomes) have two levels. The second level
outcome is the desired end goal, and the first level outcome is perceived as a necessary step. For
example, an employee desires a certain amount of money as a reward (second level outcome).
This employee recognizes that having good job performance (first level outcome) is a way to
earn money. Then, this employee makes an effort to improve job performance output. In this
procedure, an individual’s cognitions play an important role: whether or not a certain effort can
lead to a certain performance, whether or not a certain performance can lead to a certain reward,
and whether or not certain types of rewards are preferred by the individual (Ritchie & Martin,
1999; Vroom, 1964).
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The expectancy theory proposes that individuals have three types of cognition: expectancy,
instrumentality, and valence. The most important one is expectancy, which refers to the belief of
a link between a certain action (effort) and performance. Instrumentality refers to the belief of a
link between one’s performance and reward. Valence refers to one’s feeling about a specific
reward. If the valence is positive, then having the reward is preferred. If it is negative, then not
having the reward is preferred. The combination of the three cognitions determines an
individual’s motivational behavior (Miner, 2005; Porter & Lawler, 1968; Tsai, 2000; Vroom,
1964). This theory mainly discusses the motivation process of extrinsic rewards. The enjoyment
of doing the work itself is ignored. If an employee is mainly motivated by intrinsic rewards, then
there is no place for instrumentality and valence. In this case, performance and reward is the
same thing; valence is always positive.
The goal-setting theory provides another understanding of the motivation process.
Generally, the theory states that an individual’s goal is the most direct determinant of his/her
actions. All types of external incentives (extrinsic motivators) impact an individual’s actions
through his/her goals (Locke & Bryan, 1966; Locke & Latham, 1990, 2006); however, the
internal incentive (intrinsic motivation) is not mentioned in this theory.
The goal-setting theory was first introduced by Locke (1966) in his doctoral dissertation in
the 1960s. It started with simply examining whether or not the level of intended achievement is
associated with the actual level of achievement (Locke, 1966). Then, the research question was
expanded to whether or not goal setting can improve production performance (Miner, 2005).
Goal achievement can generate a pleasurable emotional state called satisfaction; when an
employee is unable to achieve a goal, this will cause an unpleasant state called dissatisfaction
(Locke, 1969, 1970).
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In the goal-setting theory, a goal refers to the aim of an action that a person consciously
desires to achieve (Locke & Latham, 2002, 2006). Goal setting is the process of a conscious
establishment of performance for desirable outcomes. The theory states that if people find that
their current performance is not achieving the desired goals, they will be motivated to apply
more effort. This process is regarded as spontaneous and rooted in people’s minds (Locke &
Latham, 2006).
The goal-setting theory also explains what kind of goal-setting can improve performance.
The theory argues that when people have specific goals or standards of performance to meet, the
performance outcome will be higher than when specific goals are ambiguous, such as doing your
best (Locke & Bryan, 1966). Moreover, challenging goals can improve performance; however, it
must be within the range of abilities of an individual. Research results show that the highest level
of effort occurs when the task is moderately difficult, and the lowest level occurs when the task
is either very easy or very hard. If a goal is set beyond the individual’s personal ability, it will
not be attained. On the other hand, the goal will not be attained if there are situational constraints.
Thus, ability and situational constraints are the boundaries of the goal-setting theory (Locke &
Latham, 2002).

Cross-cultural Findings
All of the definitions and theories discussed previously have been developed in the western
culture. As mentioned previously, whether or not a theory developed in one culture can apply to
other cultures depends on a specific cross-cultural empirical study. Cultural values may shape the
preferences of organizational rewards and their implementation in different cultures (Erez &
Earley, 1993). Similarly, Meyer et al. (2004) concluded that the primary motivational forces are
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cultural-specific. Gelfand et al. (2007) also argued that the elements of the goal setting theory
cannot necessarily be generalized for all cultures.
Very limited cross-cultural studies can be found in the field of motivation. DeVoe and
Iyengar’s (2004) study shows that managers in the US perceived employees to be more
extrinsically than intrinsically motivated, but Latin American managers perceived their
employees as being more intrinsically motivated than extrinsically motivated. Asian managers
perceived their employees to be equally motivated by intrinsic and extrinsic factors; however,
employees from all cultural backgrounds regarded themselves as more intrinsically than
extrinsically motivated (DeVoe & Iyengar, 2004). Sagie, Elizur, and Yamauchi (1996) compared
the achievement motivation of managers in five nations. The results show that the achievement
tendency is highest in the US and lowest for the countries of Japan and Hungary (Sagie et al.,
1996). Iyengar and Lepper (1999) found that personal choice is critical for intrinsic motivation
among Anglo-Americans, but Asian-Americans are more intrinsically motivated when trusted
authority figures or peers made choices for them.
Furthermore, Jackson and Bak (1998) found that typical western motivational practices did
not work well in China. The problems were due to differences in management styles, pay scales,
welfare, and accommodation arrangements. In a study comparing preference with motivators,
King and Bu (2005) found that promotion and interesting work are the most preferred rewards
for American students, while good pay and bonuses are the most preferred rewards for Chinese
students. They concluded that this difference may be attributable to cultural and economic
conditions.
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Organizational Commitment
Definition
Organizational commitment is related to a phenomenon in which employees maintain their
membership in an organization. An individual may be committed to several factors, such as the
organization, profession, group, or supervisor, but most research on commitment focuses on
organizations rather than subsystems or occupations (Price, 1997). Meyer and Herscovitch
defined commitment as “a force that binds an individual to a course of action of relevance to one
or more targets. This target can be a recognizable entity, an abstract concept, or the intended
outcome of a course of action. When commitment is to an entity, the behavioral implications are
sometimes considered to be quite specific (e.g., continued membership)” (2001: 301).
Researchers from various disciplines have ascribed their own meaning to organizational
commitment, which increases the difficulty in understanding the construct (Mowday, Porter, &
Steers, 1982). For example, Kanter defined commitment as “the attachment of an individual’s
fund of affectivity and emotion to the group” (1968: 507). Similarly, Sheldon defined
commitment as “an attitude or an orientation toward the organization which links or attaches the
identity of the person to the organization” (1971: 143). Hrebiniak and Alutto viewed
commitment in a different way by defining commitment as “a structural phenomenon which
occurs as a result of individual-organizational transactions and alterations in side bets or
investments over time” (1972: 556). From a different perspective, Wiener defined commitment
as “the totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a way which meets organizational
goals and interests” (1982: 421).
Meyer and Allen summarized the definitions of other scholars and found three general
themes of commitment: “affective attachment to the organization, perceived costs associated
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with leaving the organization; and obligation to remain with the organization” (1997: 11). They
argued that commitment is a multifaceted construct and that our understanding of how people
become committed to an organization is better served by acknowledging this complexity rather
than by choosing one approach over another (Meyer & Allen, 1997).
Based on the general themes of the commitment definition, Meyer and Allen identified
three components of organizational commitment. Affective commitment is defined as “the
employee’s emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization”
(Meyer & Allen, 1997: 11). Employees with a high level of affective commitment continue
membership in an organization because they want to do so. Continuance commitment refers to
“an awareness of the costs associated with leaving the organization. Employees whose primary
link to the organization is based on continuance commitment remain because they need to do so”
(Meyer & Allen, 1997: 11). Normative commitment reflects “a feeling of obligation to continue
employment. Employees with a high level of normative commitment feel that they ought to
remain with the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1997: 11). An employee’s overall organizational
commitment may reflect varying degrees of all three components.
For example, one employee may be emotionally attached to an organization, and at the
same time, he or she may feel an obligation to continue employment due to social norms or
personal values. Another employee may not have any emotional attachment to his or her
company, but the costs of leaving the company keeps him or her from resigning. Each
component measures a unique aspect of commitment that is difficult to assign to an overall
organizational commitment level. Failing to recognize that commitment is multi-faceted may
lead to the risk of assuming that if commitment leads to retention, an employee who remains
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must be affectively committed. Alternatively, we might assume that if we can get an employee
stay, he or she will become affectively committed (Meyer & Allen, 1997).
O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) developed their own multidimensional framework of
organizational commitment, which is similar to Meyer and Allen’s model. O’Reilly and
Chatman’s model is based on the assumption that commitment represents an attitude toward the
organization and that there are various mechanisms through which attitudes can develop (Meyer
& Herscovitch, 2001; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986). They argued that commitment has three
distinct forms: compliance, identification, and internalization. Compliance occurs when attitudes,
and corresponding behaviors, are adopted in order to gain specific rewards. Identification occurs
when an individual accepts influence to establish or maintain a satisfying relationship. Finally,
internalization occurs when influence is accepted because the attitudes and behaviors one is
being encouraged to adopt are congruent with existing values (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001;
O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986).
Among the definitions and models reviewed in this study, Meyer and Allen’s three
component model is the most cited work (approximately five thousand citations based on Google
Scholar statistics). To maintain consistency with the majority body of organizational
commitment literature, the present research adopts Meyer and Allen’s three-component model
rather than the other definitions.

Development
As mentioned previously, organizational commitment is related to a phenomenon in which
employees maintain their membership in an organization. To investigate the reason for this
phenomenon, scholars generally have two different approaches: an attitudinal commitment
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approach and a behavioral commitment approach. The former focused on the process by which
people come to think about their relationship with the organization. In many ways it can be
thought of as a mind set in which individuals consider the extent to which their own values and
goals are congruent with those of the organization (Mowday et al., 1982). The latter focused on
the process by which individuals become locked into a certain organization and how they deal
with this problem (Mowday et al., 1982).
Attitudinal commitment studies typically aim to demonstrate that organizational
commitment is associated with certain organizational outcomes, such as turnover, job
satisfaction, and productivity. For example, DeCotiis and Summers (1987) revealed that
organizational commitment is positively associated with job satisfaction and negatively
associated with turnover. Florkowski and Schuster (1992) also found that job satisfaction is
positively associated with commitment. Liou (1995) showed that trust in a supervisor, job
involvement, and job satisfaction are highly associated with organizational commitment. Angle
and Perry (1981) found that organizational commitment is negatively associated with turnover
intention.
Attitudinal commitment studies also focus on discovering what personal characteristics and
situational conditions contribute to organizational commitment; however, the relationship
between people’s characteristics and organizational commitment is still unclear. DeCotiis and
Summers (1987) argued that personal profile traits are not associated with organizational
commitment. In other words, a commitment profile does not exist. Other scholars (Allen &
Meyer, 1993; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977) showed that the employee’s age, the number of years
working for the organization, and communication styles are significantly associated with
organizational commitment.
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Behavioral commitment studies, on the other hand, search for the conditions under which
an employee may develop more commitment behaviors, such as remaining in the organization.
Kline and Peters (1991) showed a strong relation between years of service (job tenure) and
organizational commitment. Kim (1999) showed that spouse and supervisor support is associated
with organizational commitment. Iverson an Roy (1994) found that job security and union
participation have an impact on the turnover rate of Australian blue-collar workers.
Meyer and Allen (1984) initially proposed a distinction between affective and continuance
commitment. Later, Allen and Meyer (1990) suggested one more component of commitment
called normative commitment, which refers to a perceived obligation to remain in the
organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer et al., 2002). The three-component model of
organizational commitment is currently the most influential model in the organizational
commitment field.
An especially large body of research focuses on affective commitment rather than the other
two components (Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012), which may be because affective
commitment is the most desirable component of commitment as well as the one that
organizations are most likely to want to instill in their employees (Meyer & Allen, 1997). For
example, a low turnover (or turnover intention) is a desirable outcome of organizational
commitment. Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) found that all three forms of organizational
commitment are negatively associated with turnover intentions. The strongest predictor is in
affective commitment (beta=-0.43) followed by normative commitment (beta=-0.23) and
continuance commitment (beta=-0.18). Path coefficients with the actual turnover are weaker but
have a similar pattern ( -0.23, -0.16, and -0.07, respectively) (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001).
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In addition to turnover rate, a number of OB variables were shown to be associated with
affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment. Morris (2014)
found that affective commitment and coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior are highly
associated. Lam and Liu (2014) showed that affective commitment is negatively related to
turnover intentions and positively related to job performance. Marique, Stinglhamber, Desmette,
Caesens, and De Zanet (2013) showed that affective commitment mediates the relationship
between organizational identification and supervisors’ ratings of extra-role performance. Matzler,
Renzl, Mooradian, von Krogh, and Mueller (2011) found that affective commitment has an
influence on knowledge sharing.
For continuance commitment, studies in literature mainly focus on investments and
alternatives. According to Meyer and Allen (1997), identifying alternatives is an antecedent of
continuance commitment. Taing, Granger, Groff, Jackson, and Johnson (2011) further examined
the nature of continuance commitment and found that continuance commitment based on
economic exchanges is positively related to task performance and citizenship behaviors, whereas
continuance commitment based on low job alternatives is negatively related to those variables.
Continuance commitment is also related to many OB variables. For example, Florkowski
and Schuster (1992) found correlations between profit sharing and continuance commitment.
Perry (1997) showed that government employees have a higher continuance commitment than
other sectors due to the public service motivation. Williams (2012) found that continuance
commitment has a weak negative path coefficient with job satisfaction but that affective
commitment has a strong path coefficient with job satisfaction. Albdour and Altarawneh (2014)
found that work engagement is highly associated with continuance commitment.
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Normative commitment has generated much less study than the other two components.
Heshizer, Martin, and Wiener (1991) showed that normative commitment has a strong link with
union participation. McConnell (2003) found that a person-organization fit is associated with
normative commitment as well as the other two components. To clarify the meaning of
normative commitment, Meyer and Parfyonova (2010) further identified the source of normative
commitment and concluded that normative commitment can be experienced either as a moral
duty or a sense of indebtedness.
It is important to note that the three components of organizational commitment are
different but related. Studies show that affective commitment, continuance commitment, and
normative commitment have consistently yielded non-zero path coefficients. Most notably, the
path coefficient between affective commitment and normative commitment is often quite
significant (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer et al., 2002).

Cross-cultural Findings
Meyer and Allen’s three-component model is mainly based on the research in North
America. They have suggested that commitment may play different roles in other cultures
(Meyer & Allen, 1997). Kirkman and Shapiro (2001) showed that cultural values may have an
impact on organizational commitment, but it depends on which type of cultural value is being
examined. As mentioned previously, cross-national studies can hardly attribute cultural value to
be the only differentiator. Some scholars argued that only a small portion of the variance in
organizational commitment can be accounted for by cultural values (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001;
Palich, 1995). Glazer, Daniel, and Short (2004) examined the relation between personal values
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and commitment using samples of nurses from different countries. Their results show that
personal values partially mediate the effects of countries on affective commitment.
One of the highly-cited cross-cultural studies in organizational commitment before the
three-component model was conducted by Luthans, McCaul, and Dodd (1985). They found that
US employees have higher levels of organizational commitment than employees in Japan or
South Korea, which was different from popular belief (Luthans et al., 1985). Meyer and Allen
(1997) proposed that it may be due to the fact that the weight of normative commitment varies
across countries. In a later study, Meyer et al. (2002) found that normative commitment is more
strongly associated with perceived organizational support but less strongly associated with age
and tenure in studies outside versus inside the US. They also found that role conflict and role
ambiguity are stronger predictors of organizational commitment within the United States,
particularly for affective commitment (Gelfand et al., 2007; Meyer et al., 2002).
Wasti (2003) showed that major predictors of organizational commitment may vary in
different cultures. His study shows that the strongest predictors of organizational commitment in
countries that highly value individualism are work/job satisfaction and promotions, while the
strongest predictor of organizational commitment in countries that highly value collectivism is
satisfaction with a supervisor. Applying the three-component model, Wasti (2003) also showed
that affective commitment is a more powerful predictor of job outcomes in the US, whereas
normative commitment was more important for job outcomes in studies outside of the US, which
is consistent with Meyer and Allen’s (1997) proposition (Gelfand et al., 2007; Meyer & Allen,
1997; Wasti, 2003). In a later meta-analysis of cross-cultural findings in organizational
commitment, Meyer et al. (2012) found that cultural values explained the greatest amount of
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variance in normative commitment, followed by affective commitment; they did not explain
variance in continuance commitment.
Empirical findings in China are very limited. Chen and Francesco (2003) provide further
support for the importance of normative commitment in non-western cultures. Using a sample of
253, they showed that affective commitment positively relates to performance and organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB), but continuance commitment does not. Also, normative
commitment moderates the relation between affective commitment and in-role performance and
affective commitment and OCB. Cheng and Stockdale (2003) found that normative commitment
and affective commitment were significantly higher in their China sample than in their Canada
and South Korea sample, but continuance commitment was lower in their China sample than in
their Canada and South Korea sample. Normative commitment reduced the relation between
continuance commitment and job satisfaction. Their study in China shows that affective
commitment and normative commitment are significantly associated with job satisfaction, all
three components are associated with turnover intention, and normative commitment is
negatively moderated the relation between continuance commitment and job satisfaction.

Job Satisfaction
Definition
Job satisfaction has many definitions in management literature, but all of the definitions
convey a similar meaning. For example, Locke (1976) defined job satisfaction as an attitudinal
variable explaining how individuals feel about their jobs and a state of positive emotion resulting
from the appraisal of individuals’ job experience. Moyes, Shao, and Newsome (2008) defined
job satisfaction as how pleased an employee is with his or her position of employment. Sageer,
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Rafat, and Agarwal (2012) defined job satisfaction as a measure of how happy workers are with
their job and working environment. In Price’s “Handbook of Organizational Measurement”, job
satisfaction could be based on Vroom’s definition, which is “the degree to which employees
have a positive affective orientation towards employment by the organization” (1997: 470).
In Price’s “Handbook of Organizational Measurement”, he reviewed and discussed most
of the existing definitions and examined the validity and reliability of the measurement scales.
Price’s (1997) book has been cited by more than 1600 works. The present research adopts Price’s
(1997) definition because it is consistent with the measurement scale applied in this research
(created by Brayfield and Rothe (1951); see more information in Chapter 3).
In the job satisfaction literature, one of the most cited works was written by Spector
(nearly 3000 citations). Spector’s definition of job satisfaction is very simple: “job satisfaction is
simply how people feel about their job and different aspects of the jobs” (1997: 25). Unlike the
definitions of work motivation and organizational commitment, the definitions of job satisfaction
are quite consistent among different authors, which may be because the name of the construct
(job satisfaction) is already a clear definition.
According to Spector (1997), job satisfaction can be considered to be a global feeling
about the job (usually simply referred to as job satisfaction) or as a related constellation of
attitudes about various aspects or facets of the job, such as pay satisfaction and satisfaction of
coworkers. Scholars identified many aspects of job satisfaction, such as Spector’s (1997) 14facet model, Hugick and Leonard’s (1991) 16-facet model, Locke’s (1976) 4-facet model, and
Smith et al.’s (1969) 5-facet model. Scholars found that the facets may not equally apply to every
employee because an employee has very different feelings about the various facets (Hugick &
Leonard, 1991; Spector, 1997). Therefore, most of the research only measures global job
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satisfaction in relation to the other variables (Spector, 1997). The present study also measures
global job satisfaction rather than specific facets of job satisfaction.

Development
High levels of job satisfaction can lead to many desirable outcomes for organizations.
Previous studies show that job satisfaction is positively associated with employees’ performance
and productivity (Allen & Wilburn, 2002; Carsten & Spector, 1987; Heskett & Schlesinger, 1994;
Springer, 2010). Also, studies have shown that high job satisfaction can decrease employees’
absenteeism and turnover intention (Carsten & Spector, 1987; Hackett & Guion, 1985; Jang,
2008; Pepe, 2010; Popoola, 2005). Therefore, it is important to find out how and why employees
are satisfied with their job.
The job characteristic theory is one of the major theories in job satisfaction, and it
proposes that many characteristics of job design can affect job satisfaction. Accordingly, the
redesign of a work situation may improve employees’ job satisfaction level. This theory was
created by Hackman and Oldham (1976) and supported by many studies (Fried & Ferris, 1987;
Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Smith, 2009).
Job characteristics refer to the content and nature of job tasks. Hackman and Oldham
(1976) identified five core characteristics of a job: skill variety, task identity, task significance,
autonomy, and feedback, which can lead to three psychological states. The first three core
characteristics combined induce experienced meaningfulness of work. Autonomy leads to
feelings of responsibility. Feedback leads to knowledge of the results about the products of work.
In turn, three psychological states impact the work outcomes experienced by employees,
including internal work motivation, growth satisfaction, overall job satisfaction, work
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effectiveness, and absenteeism (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, 1980; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller,
2012; Spector, 1997).
Hackman and Oldham (1976) proposed that growth need strength (GNS) is an important
moderator between the five core characteristics and the psychological states. GNS refers to an
individual’s need for fulfillment of a higher order of needs (related to Maslow’s hierarchy of
needs theory). The job characteristic theory argues that core job characteristics affects job
satisfaction only when GNS is high (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Spector, 1997). The metaanalysis conducted by Loher, Noe, Moeller, and Fitzgerald (1985) confirmed Hackman and
Oldham’s proposition.
In addition to the job characteristic theory, the role theory (approach) is another highlycited work. The theory was proposed by Katz and Kahn (1978). They viewed the interaction
between the employee and the job from the perspective of specific roles. Role refers to the
required pattern of behavior for an individual in the organization (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Spector,
1997). A role is similar to a job duty, but it is not identical because each individual can have
several roles. The theory shows that role ambiguity and role conflict have a significant influence
on job satisfaction. Role ambiguity is the degree of certainty the employee has about what his/her
function and responsibilities are (Spector, 1997). The empirical results showed that role
ambiguity is negatively associated with job satisfaction (Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Katz & Kahn,
1978; Smith, 2009).
Role conflict exists when people experience incompatible demands regarding their tasks
and responsibilities. It can be further divided into intra-role conflict and extra-role conflict. Intrarole conflict occurs when a task cannot be done or when multiple tasks conflict with one another.
Extra-role conflict occurs when non-work roles (such as taking care of a family) conflict with a
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work role (Spector, 1997). Studies also show negative path coefficients between role conflict and
job satisfaction (Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Spector, 1997).
Both the job characteristic theory and the role theory mainly focus on work rather than on
people. In many cases, people may have a completely different job satisfaction level in exactly
the same job design. GNS or role conflict may not be sufficient to explain all of the differences
in job satisfaction. Staw and Ross (1985) argued that job satisfaction is in part due to personality.
Some people are predisposed to like their jobs, whereas others are not. Similarly, Newton and
Keenan (1991) showed that some individuals tend to be more satisfied with their job than others
because of their underlying personality, but job redesign can still lead to improvement in job
satisfaction.
The dispositional theory is developed based on these arguments. The theory suggests that
the job satisfaction of an employee is mainly an intrinsic trait that remains relatively stable over
time and across tasks and job changes. The intrinsic traits include traits such as self-efficacy,
self-esteem, and locus of control. Employees’ intrinsic traits may impact their feelings, decisions,
and beliefs and are not affected by job characteristics or environmental characteristics (Dormann
& Zapf, 2001; Newton & Keenan, 1991; Smith, 2009; Staw & Ross, 1985).
The empirical findings generally support the relationship between personal traits and job
satisfaction. Reilly (2012) found that self-efficacy and self-esteem are related with job
satisfaction. Alavi and Askaripur (2003) examined the relation between self-esteem and several
aspects of job satisfaction. They found a significant path coefficient between self-esteem and
satisfaction with a supervisor, satisfaction with a co-worker, satisfaction with a promotion, and
satisfaction with pay, but very few studies have examined whether job characteristics or personal
traits play the stronger role in predicting job satisfaction. An early comparison conducted by
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Gerhart (1987) shows that personal traits contribute to job satisfaction, although not as strongly
as job characteristics. More research on this issue is undoubtedly needed.

Cross-cultural Findings
The cross-cultural findings on job satisfaction are still very limited. Furthermore, whether
or not cultural differences can affect job satisfaction is still not clear. Diener, Oishi, and Lucas
(2003) argued that culture significantly influences job and pay satisfaction. Kirkman and Shapiro
(2001) found that cultural values affect job satisfaction by influencing employees’ resistance to
teams or to self-management. Using a study of 49 nations, Huang and Van De Vliert (2003)
showed that culture moderates the relation between job characteristics and job satisfaction. On
the other hand, Kirkman and Shapiro (2001) argued that culture cannot explain all of the
differences in job satisfaction in all countries. They found that country remain as a significant
predictor of outcomes in a few cases even after the cultural values had been entered into the
equation (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001).
Empirical results vary for different countries. Vecernik (2003) revealed that employees
from Western cultures generally have higher job satisfaction than those from Eastern cultures.
Spector and Wimalasiri (1986) found that Americans and Singaporeans did not differ in global
job satisfaction, but Singapore scored higher than the US in pay and promotion satisfaction and
lower in satisfaction with coworkers and supervisors. Slocum and Strawser (1972) found that
Mexicans have higher job satisfaction than Americans. Lincoln and Kalleberg (1985) found that
job satisfaction is higher in the US than in Japan. In a four-country study (the US, Mexico,
Poland, and India), Robert, Probst, Martocchio, Drasgow, and Lawler (2000) found that
continuous improvement is positively associated with job satisfaction in all countries; however,
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empowerment is negatively associated with job satisfaction in India but positively associated in
the other three samples.
Many of the cross-cultural studies used Hoftede’s cultural dimension model to explain
the job satisfaction differences in different countries. Hui, Au, and Fock (2004) found that the
relation between empowerment and job satisfaction is stronger in low-power distance cultures
than in high-power distance cultures. Lam, Schaubroeck, and Aryee (2002) compared the sample
from the US and Hong Kong and reported that power distance moderates the relation between
perceived justice and job satisfaction. Huang and Van De Vliert (2004) found that job level is
related to job satisfaction in individualistic cultures but not in collectivistic cultures. In China,
Xie (1996) found that job demands (to do work fast and hard) decrease job satisfaction. A low
level of control in the work environment increases anxiety and decreases job satisfaction. His
results are consistent with the results from Western cultures.
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HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

This chapter discusses previous studies on the relation between the three focal variables:
work motivation, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction. Furthermore, hypotheses of
the present study are developed based on the findings of previous studies. It has been shown that
motivation is theoretically and empirically linked to organizational commitment as well as job
satisfaction. The major theories of the three variables explain individuals’ work behaviors in a
similar way but with different foci: motivation focuses on effort (performance), organizational
commitment focuses on retention (turnover), and job satisfaction focuses on attitude (feeling).
Although the three variables developed independently, many scholars have suggested or
examined the distinction and integration of them (Fornes et al., 2008; Meyer et al., 2004; John P
Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Stringer et al., 2011).
Empirical studies generally support the concept that motivation is related to organizational
commitment and job satisfaction, but the information provided by empirical studies is
incomplete and lacks details. For example, empirical studies show that motivation is associated
with organizational commitment, but only the relation between intrinsic motivation and affective
commitment is consistent. The relation between motivation and continuance commitment is
mixed. Conducting an empirical study on normative commitment has been neglected. Similarly,
motivation is generally associated with job satisfaction, but only the relation between intrinsic
motivation and job satisfaction is consistent. The impact of extrinsic motivation is still not clear.

Motivation and Organizational Commitment
Motivation and organizational commitment are distinct but related concepts (Meyer et al.,
2004). Motivation theories explain why people do their jobs. Organizational commitment
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theories explain why people stay in certain organizations to do their jobs. By definition, the two
variables are related. Pinder (1998) defines work motivation as a set of energetic forces that lead
an individual to initiate work-related behavior. Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) define
organizational commitment as a force that binds an individual to a course of action relevant to
organizations. Both variables have been described as forces with implications for behavior
(Meyer et al., 2004).
Surprisingly, only a small number of OB studies have examined their relation. Motivation
theorists have focused more on explaining task performance. Organizational commitment
theorists have historically focused more on explaining employee retention or turnover (Meyer et
al., 2004). Meyer et al. concluded that “commitment and motivation literatures in organizational
psychology have evolved somewhat independently. Commitment researchers seldom address the
motivational processes through which commitment affects behavior, and motivation researchers
have not recognized important distinctions in the forms, foci, and bases of commitment” (2004:
991).
Although the development of motivation and organizational commitment theories are
independent, some characteristics of these theories are very similar. For example, Meyer and
Allen (1997) stated that “positive work attitudes develop when a newcomer’s expectations about
the job and /or organization are confirmed by his or her experiences. It is not experiences per se
that influence affective commitment, but rather the discrepancy between those experiences and
what the person expects” (p.52). This statement about affective commitment is very similar to
the way the expectancy theory explains the motivation process. Also, Becker (1960) argued that
commitment to a course of action results from the accumulation of an employee’s investment of
some of something valuable (e.g. time and effort) that would lose if he or she left the
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organization. This statement about continuance commitment is very similar to the way the equity
theory explains the motivation process. The only difference is that the consequence of
organizational commitment theories leads to changes in retention or turnover (or turnover
intention), and the consequence of motivation theories leads to changes in effort.
Theoretically, affective commitment is related to intrinsic motivation. Meyer and
Herscovitch proposed “that any personal or situational variable that contributes to the likelihood
that an individual will become intrinsically motivated in a course of action will contribute to the
development of affective commitment” (2001: 316). Fornes et al. (2008) proposed a conceptual
model of commitment based on a literature review of 567 peer-reviewed articles from 1970 to
2008. They proposed that organizations that ensure interesting work (a high level of intrinsic
rewards) can improve organizational commitment.
Using a sample of 350 respondents from two western countries, the empirical results
from O'Driscoll and Randall (1999) show that intrinsic motivation is positively associated with
affective commitment. Johnson (2011) also found that intrinsic motivation is positively related to
organizational commitment, but, they did not differentiate the components of organizational
commitment. Similarly, Andressen, Konradt, and Neck (2012) found that work motivation is
positively related to affective commitment.
Both theoretical and empirical findings suggest that intrinsic motivation is positively
associated with affective commitment, but the relations between intrinsic motivation and the
other two components of organizational commitment are not very clear.
Theoretically, continuance commitment is related to extrinsic motivation rather than
intrinsic motivation. Meyer and Herscovitch argued that “continuance commitment is
characterized by the perception that it would be costly to discontinue a course of action” (2001:
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316). The cost mainly refers to the loss of extrinsic rewards, such as money and job security. If
change in an organization leads to a loss of a high level extrinsic motivator, the employees will
be more likely to maintain their position in the current organization.
Because of the lack of a theoretical link between intrinsic motivation and continuous
commitment, very few empirical studies have tested this relationship, and the few empirical
studies that have tested it found no relation between the two variables. For example, the work by
O'Driscoll and Randall (1999) and George and Sabapathy (2011) found that intrinsic motivation
is not associated with continuance commitment.
A thorough search of the existing literature did not uncover any publications on the
theoretical link between intrinsic motivation and normative commitment. This may be because
motivation theories omit sociological factors. The social value or obligation that keeps an
individual working in a certain organization is not a personal need or goal, but the personal need
of all social members may shape social values. Since social values vary across countries,
intrinsic motivation and normative commitment are potentially associated in certain nations.
Evidence of this relation can be found in a study by George and Sabapathy (2011) who used a
sample of 450 respondents from India. The study showed that motivation is positively associated
with normative commitment. They did not differentiate between intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation. Therefore, it is necessary to specifically examine the impact of intrinsic motivation
on normative commitment.
The previous theoretical and empirical findings lead to the first group of hypotheses. This
group of hypotheses discusses the relation between intrinsic motivation and the three
components of organizational commitment:
Hypothesis 1a: Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with affective commitment.
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Hypothesis 1b: Intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance commitment.
Hypothesis 1c: Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with normative commitment.
As mentioned previously, the loss of current extrinsic rewards is regarded as a cost
associated with leaving an organization, and the awareness of the costs associated with leaving
the organization is defined as continuance commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer &
Herscovitch, 2001). Therefore, extrinsic motivation and continuance commitment are
theoretically linked. For example, if an employee receives a salary much higher than the industry
average in his or her current organization, the potential loss of this high salary will become a
force that keeps this employee from resigning from his or her job.
It should be noted that an employee’s current extrinsic rewards are not the only source of
the cost associated with leaving an organization. As mentioned in Chapter 2, the time and effort
previously invested by an employee in the current organization are also types of cost when he or
she leaves the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). That is why many studies, including the
present study, used years of service (job tenure) as a control variable (see more information
about control variables in Chapter 4).
Unlike continuance commitment, affective commitment refers to an employee’s
emotional attachment to the current organization, which does not have a direct theoretical link to
extrinsic motivation. Normative commitment refers to an employee’s feeling of obligation to
continue employment, which also does not have a direct theoretical link to extrinsic motivation.
Empirical studies do not provide a clear conclusion for these relations. For example,
Andressen et al. (2012) found that work motivation was positively related with affective
commitment. An early study conducted by Klein (1987) showed that commitment was
proportional to the degree of financial gain the employee realizes as a function of holding stock
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in the company, but Currivan (2000) found that monetary reward (pay) was not associated with
organizational commitment. George and Sabapathy’s (2011) study shows that work motivation is
positively related to affective commitment and normative commitment. As discussed previously,
some of the studies did not differentiate between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Moreover,
some of the studies did not identify the three components of organizational commitment.
Therefore, a study is needed to clearly test the relationships between extrinsic motivation and
affective and normative commitment.
The previous theoretical and empirical findings lead to the second group of hypotheses.
This group of hypotheses discusses the relation between extrinsic motivation and the three
components of organizational commitment:
Hypothesis 2a: Extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective commitment.
Hypothesis 2b: Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with continuance
commitment.
Hypothesis 2c: Extrinsic motivation is not associated with normative commitment.
In summary, the motivation and organizational commitment constructs are theoretically
related but have been developed independently. Some of the organizational commitment
characteristics are similar to those of the motivation theories, but each has different foci. The
empirical findings generally show that work motivation is highly associated with organizational
commitment, but many of the studies do not provide information on the specifics of these
relations. Therefore, this manuscript proposes two groups of hypotheses to examine the relations
between the two types of work motivation and the three components of organizational
commitment.
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Motivation and Job Satisfaction
Motivation and job satisfaction are two distinct constructs in OB, and each of them has
generated a large number of studies. Generally speaking, an employee that is satisfied with his or
her job is more likely to be highly motivated to do the job. These variables are highly associated
but not identical. Theoretically, motivators in motivation theories are also aspects of job
satisfaction, such as pay, promotion, and job security. When an employee is satisfied with his or
her pay, we can conclude that to some extent, this employee is motivated by money; however,
the extrinsic motivation generated by money may be so small that it can be ignored. It depends
on an individual’s need, valence, or goal-setting in different motivation theories. Stringer et al.
concluded that “work motivation and job satisfaction should be treated separately, so that factors
of influence can be more readily identified and to allow for better understanding” (2011: 164). In
other words, the distinction between the two variables is only used for a better understanding of
an individual’s work-related behavior.
Motivation and job satisfaction theories have freely borrowed from one another in their
development. For example, in the goal-setting theory, the emotional state when someone
achieves his or her goal is called satisfaction (Locke & Bryan, 1966; Locke & Latham, 1990).
Locke and Latham (2002) later argued that high goals lead to high performance, which in turn
leads to rewards. Rewards in turn result in high job satisfaction. In the job characteristic theory,
growth need strength (GNS) (which is similar with need for achievement) is a strong moderator
between job characteristics and satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, 1980). In summary,
both work motivation and job satisfaction theories try to explain psychological states that initiate
individuals’ work-related behavior. Job satisfaction theories focus on why certain psychological
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states appear. Motivation theories focus on how certain psychological states affect an
individual’s behavior.
The psychological state in motivation theories and job satisfaction theories is slightly
different. In job satisfaction theories, it is more appropriate to use the word happy to describe the
psychological state. Happy is a biological brain activity, which does not exactly equal job
satisfaction. But in the discipline of psychology, this word is an operational equivalent to job
satisfaction (Johnson, 2011; Kluger & Tikochinsky, 2001). In motivation theories, it is more
appropriate to use the word desire, which reflects an individual’s evolutionary mind set for
survival. The present research agrees with Ahuvia’s (2008) argument that people are motivated
with three evolutionary desires: to store resources, to be sexually attractive, and to manage social
relationships. Happy does not lead to any evolutionary advantages, but it is a psychological
reaction of achieving evolutionary desires. In this sense, motivation and job satisfaction are
linked but different. Therefore, certain motivators that are desired by individuals (such as money)
do not necessarily lead to satisfaction or happiness (Ahuvia, 2008; Andersen & Pallesen, 2008;
Currivan, 2000; Dickey et al., 2011; Doyle, 1992; Vohs, Mead, & Goode, 2008; Zedelius,
Veiling, & Aarts, 2013).
Most of the empirical studies show a strong path coefficient between motivation and job
satisfaction, but the impact of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation is different. In a study involving
both self-report and peer-review data, Judge and Hulin (1993) found that employees’ job
satisfaction is positively associated with motivation. Pool (1997) also examined the relation
between work motivation and job satisfaction and found a significant and positive association
between the two variables. Jang (2008) provided additional results from the hotel industry that
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show that both intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation are significantly associated with job
satisfaction.
Spector (1997) argued in his book that an enjoyable and meaningful job can enhance job
satisfaction levels. Penn (2002) showed an empirical result from student employees in which
intrinsic motivation is highly and positively related to job satisfaction. Stringer et al. (2011) also
found that front-line employees’ job satisfaction is highly associated with work motivation,
which increases effective performance. They concluded that intrinsic motivation is positively
associated with job satisfaction. In a survey of 593 employees from banks, Kuvaas (2006) argued
that intrinsic motivation may significantly affect some job attitudes, such as job satisfaction.
Johnson (2011) conducted a replication of this research and found similar results.
The previous theoretical and empirical findings lead to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3: Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with job satisfaction.
Although many extrinsic motivators (such as pay and promotion) are viewed as aspects
of job satisfaction, surprisingly few studies address the link between extrinsic motivation and job
satisfaction (Brief & Weiss, 2002; Spector, 1997). Wright and Kim (2004) found a positive
association between extrinsic motivation and job satisfaction. This finding was generally
supported by Moynihan and Pandey’s (2007) study. Extrinsic motivators, such as money, are
used to enhance extrinsic motivation by satisfying an individual employee’s needs (Anthony,
Govindarajan, & Dearden, 1998; Kunz & Pfaff, 2002; Stringer et al., 2011); therefore, extrinsic
motivation should be positively associated with job satisfaction. The previous theoretical and
empirical findings lead to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4: Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with job satisfaction.
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It is important to note that empirical results for this relation are not consistent. For
example, Penn’s (2002) and Stringer’s et al. (2011) studies indicate that extrinsic motivation is
negatively associated with job satisfaction. This inconsistency may be because of individual
differences of psychological needs (Stringer et al., 2011).
In summary, motivation and job satisfaction are both theoretically and empirically related.
Satisfaction can be used as a factor to explain the motivation process and vice versa. Both
theoretical and empirical findings show positive relations between intrinsic motivation and job
satisfaction. Theoretically, extrinsic motivation is also positively associated with job satisfaction.
Some empirical studies support this conclusion, but other studies show different results. To some
extent, cultural differences may affect an individual’s needs. For example, employees from
developing countries may have higher physical needs than employees from developed countries.
Thus, extrinsic motivation may be more effective in developing counties than developed
countries. Cross-national evidence is needed in this area.

Cross-National and Cross-Cultural Comparison
Whether or not an OB theory or model developed in one country is applicable to another
country depends on a specific cross-national comparison. As mentioned in Chapter 1, OB
findings are not consistent for all counties. Many scholars proposed that the national culture is
the main differentiator (Dong & Liu, 2010; Gelfand et al., 2007; Hofstede, 2001; Kawar, 2012;
Tsui et al., 2007). A widely-adopted definition of culture is “culture is the collective
programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one category of people from
another” (Hofstede, 1989: 51).
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Cross-national studies are usually cross-cultural studies, too, but a cross-cultural study
may also refer to a study examining two cultural groups within one country (Anglo-Americans
and Asian-Americans). The present study is a cross-national, cross-cultural study that compares
empirical results from a US sample with a China sample to test whether or not national
differences affect the path coefficients between work motivation and organizational commitment
and job satisfaction.
National culture has been researched for more than a quarter of a century (Hofstede,
2001). It is now a very important research focus that affects every management field. The basic
argument is simple: people from different cultural backgrounds should behave differently.
Therefore, the national culture may potentially affect individuals’ behavior in organizations. In
OB literature, cultural-general (or universal) findings are referred to as Etics, and culture-specific
findings are referred to as Emics. This terminology is borrowed by Berry (1969) from linguistics
to psychology.
As Chapter 2 explains, many cross-cultural findings related to the focal variables
(motivation, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction) are Emics (culture-specific).
Therefore, the present study proposes that cultural differences between the US and China will
change the path coefficient between motivation and organizational commitment as well as the
path coefficient between motivation and job satisfaction. This leads to the third group of
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 5: There is a significant difference between the path coefficients of the US
sample and the China sample for the motivation-organizational commitment relation.
Hypothesis 6: There is a significant difference between the path coefficients of the US
sample and the China sample for the motivation-job satisfaction relation.
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As mentioned in Chapter 1, a two-country study cannot exclude possible influences from
factors other than the national culture. Many of the two-country studies did not measure any
culture variables (Tsui et al., 2007). The present study also does not measure culture variables
but simply compares path coefficients of different samples from the US and China. This is one of
the main limitations of the present study. To examine more details on how national culture
affects the relation between the three focal variables (motivation, organizational commitment,
and job satisfaction), samples from more countries are needed, and a measurement of cultural
variables should be added to the questionnaire (see more discussion on this limitation in Chapter
7).
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METHODOLOGY

Research Model

Figure 4.1. Hypotheses in the Research Model
Intrinsic M.

H1a

Affective C.

H1b
H1c
H3

Continu. C.

H2a

Norma. C.
H2b
H2c

Extrinsic M.

H4

Job Satisf.

Hypothesized Relation
Hypothesized Non-relation

Table 4.1. List of Hypotheses
Motivation-Organizational Commitment Relation
H1a Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with affective commitment.
H1b Intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance commitment.
H1c Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with normative commitment.
H2a Extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective commitment.
H2b Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with continuance commitment.
H2c Extrinsic motivation is not associated with normative commitment.
Motivation-Job Satisfaction Relation
H3
Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with job satisfaction.
H4
Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with job satisfaction.
Cross-cultural Comparison
H5
There is a significant difference between the path coefficients of the US sample
and the China sample for the motivation-organizational commitment relation.
H6
There is a significant difference between the path coefficients of the US sample
and the China sample for the motivation-job satisfaction relation.
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Measurement Scales
All measurement scales of the latent variables used in the present research are borrowed
from the existing literature. All question items of the latent variables used in the present study
are scored on a 5-point Likert response scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree
(5).
Previous studies have shown high validity and reliability of those measurement scales.
Many of the measurement scales are cited from Price’s (1997) “Handbook of Organizational
Measurement.” Price (1997) reviews hundreds of studies on 28 primary OB variables. For each
OB variable, Price (1997) presents several highly-cited measurement scales and discusses their
validity and reliability.

Intrinsic Motivation
The present research combines Warr, Cook, and Wall’s (1979) scale and Kuvaas and
Dysvik’s (2009) scale. Price (1997) showed that Warr’s et al. (1979) scales had good validity
and reliability. “The factor structure is remarkably consistent with expectations,” and the
Cronbach’s alpha is also relatively high (0.82) (Price, 1997: 137). A measurement scale later
developed by Kuvaas and Sysvik (2009) also yields high validity and reliability, with loadings of
0.88, 0.87, 0.79, and 0.86, and Cronbach’s alpha is 0.92. This study combines the two groups of
scales to guarantee validity and reliability. The following table shows the question items for
intrinsic motivation.
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Extrinsic Motivation
As mentioned in Chapter 2, there are many types of extrinsic motivation. Operationally,
one study cannot measure every type of extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation usually
includes monetary motivators (money or pay) such as job security, promotion, health benefits,
and social status. For the present study in particular, the representative of extrinsic motivation

Table 4.2. Items of Intrinsic Motivation (Warr et al., 1979; Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2009)
#
Question items for intrinsic motivation
1
I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well.
2
My opinion of myself goes down when I do this job badly.
3
I take pride in doing my job as well as I can.
4
I feel unhappy when my work is not up to my usual standard.
5
I like to look back on the day’s work with a sense of a job well done.
6
I try to think of ways of doing my job effectively.
7
My job is so interesting that it is a motivation in itself.
8
The tasks that I do at work are enjoyable.
9
My job is meaningful.

must be measureable and comparable in all organizations and countries. Therefore, only the
monetary motivator is measured in this study. There are three major reasons for using a single
(monetary) extrinsic motivator in the present study:
a) In motivation literature, money is a very important form of extrinsic motivators. Money
is not the dominant extrinsic motivator because its influence may vary for individuals, but with
the exception of voluntarily jobs, money plays an important role in most job positions (Currall et
al., 2005; Dickey et al., 2011; Nhat & Nguyen, 2013; Penn, 2002; Stringer et al., 2011).
b) Monetary rewards are homogeneous among different organizations, but other primary
forms of extrinsic motivators, such as promotion and job security, are heterogeneous. For
example, a tenured CEO position in a large multinational company should not be regarded as the
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same as a tenured position in a startup company; however, one USD earned in one organization
is exactly the same one USD earned in another organization. This study collects data from
multiple organizations. Thus, the pay should be homogeneous for all organizations.
c) To conduct a cross-country cross-organization study, it is necessary to measure a
motivator that is provided by most organizations and to every level of employees. Some extrinsic
motivators, such as health benefits, social status, and job security, are not provided to certain
employees, but most regular jobs provide money regardless of their level and occupation.
Extrinsic motivation is not limited to money, but money is a good representative of
extrinsic motivation for operational purposes. Many studies have used money as the only or the
major representative of extrinsic motivation (Andersen & Pallesen, 2008; Dickey et al., 2011;
Park & Word, 2012; Penn, 2002). This study measures the objective income level with the
following question:

Table 4.3. Item of Extrinsic Motivation
#
Question Item for Extrinsic Motivation
1
How much compensation have you earned from your current job last year? (If
you are not currently employed, please apply to the most recently job you
worked.) $____________ /year

Because this study measures monetary motivation in two countries, the foreign exchange
rate as well as the difference of the two counties’ cost of living should be considered. The
currency exchange rate between the US dollar and the Chinese Yuan is $1: ￥6.11 (Bank of
China, foreign exchange rate 2013-12-27 USD middle rate), and the cost of living between the
US and China is 80.54:61.75 (Numbeo, Cost of Living Index for Country for 2013), respectively.
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Organizational Commitment
Meyer and Allen (1991) not only proposed the three component model of organizational
commitment but also provided well-established measurement scales (Meyer & Allen, 1991;
Meyer & Allen, 1997). The present study adopts Meyer and Allen’s original question items from
their book Commitment in the Workplace: Theory, Research, and Application. Their
measurement scales were widely-adopted and have shown good validity and reliability. The
median reliabilities for the affective, continuance, and normative commitment scales,
respectively, are 0.85, 0.79, and 0.73 (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Allen and Meyer (1996) conducted
a rigorous examination of the validity of the three components of organizational commitment.
(See more detailed information in Allen and Meyer’s (1996) work: “Affective, Continuance, and
Normative Commitment to the Organization: An Examination of Construct Validity.”) They
concluded that the components are a related but distinguishable construct (Allen & Meyer, 1996).
The following table shows the question items adopted for the components of organizational
commitment:

Job Satisfaction
In this study, job satisfaction is measured using the scale developed by Brayfield and
Rothe (1951). Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) measurement scale on job satisfaction is one of the
most cited scales in the job satisfaction field (more than 1700citations) and is still useful for
current studies (Johnson, 2011; Rousseau, 1977; Smith, 2009). Price (1997) found that this
measurement scale appears to have adequate validity and reliability. In their book The experience
of work: A compendium and review of 249 measures and their use, Cook and Heptworth (1981)
also confirm the validity and reliability of the scales. Judge, Locke, Durham, and Kluger (1998)
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adopted Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) measurement scale and reported a composite reliability of
0.88. Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen (2002) reported composite reliabilities of 0.82 and 0.83 in
two of their samples.

Table 4.4. Items of Organizational Commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997)
#
Question Items for Affective Commitment Items
1
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
2
I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside of it.
3
I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.
4
I do not feel like “part of the family” at my organization (R).
5
I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization (R).
#
Question Items for Continuance Commitment Items
1
I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having another
one lined up (R).
2
It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I
wanted to.
3
Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my
organization now.
4
Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as
desire.
5
I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.
#
Question Items for Normative Commitment Items
1
I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer (R).
2
Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my
organization now.
3
I would feel guilty if I left my organization now.
4
I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of
obligation to the people in it.

Furthermore, Price (1997) argues that Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) definition of job
satisfaction seems to correspond quite closely to the definition in his handbook. The way the
members of the organization feel about their jobs (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951) seems to have
essentially the same referent as the degree of affective orientation towards the organization (the
handbook’s definition). The following table shows the question items adopted for job satisfaction:
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Table 4.5. Items of Organizational Commitment (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951)
#
Question Items for Job Satisfaction
1
I feel fairly well-satisfied with my present job.
2
Most of the time I have to force myself to go to work (R).
3
I feel that I am happier in my work than most other people.
4
I like my job better than the average worker does.
5
My job offers me more than I expect.
6
I definitely dislike my work (R).

Control Variables
Three commonly-used control variables for organizational commitment and job
satisfaction are used in this study. They are age, gender, and years of service (Bedeian, Ferris, &
Kacmar, 1992; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Robie, Ryan, Schmieder, Parra, & Smith, 1998). The
impact of the control variables on organizational commitment and job satisfaction is still unclear.
For example, Rabinowitz and Hall (1977) and Allen and Meyer (1993) showed that the
employee’s age and years of service for the organization are significantly associated with
organizational commitment, but Currivan (2000) showed that age does not have an impact on
organizational commitment. Spector (1997) stated that age and gender affect job satisfaction, but
the nature of the relation is unclear. Nayak (2002) found that the path coefficient between age
and job satisfaction is rather low. Later studies also showed that age, gender, and years of service
are not associated with organizational commitment or job satisfaction (Johnson, 2011; Stringer et
al., 2011). The following table shows the question items used to measure age, gender, and years
of service:

Data Collection
All question items were combined into a consolidated questionnaire with clear
instructions on the purpose of this research. (The full questionnaire is reproduced in appendix A1.)
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Table 4.6. Items of Control Variables (Age, Gender, and Years of Service)
#
Question Items for Control Variables
1
What is your gender?
Male
Female
2
What is your age?
____________
3
I have worked for my current organization for ___________ years.

In addition to the question items of variables, more information was collected, including
education level and full-time and part-time work experience. More than 2000 questionnaires
were distributed. A total of 330 anonymous responses were collected for the study (136
responses from the US and 194 responses from China). Most of the responses (265 out of 330)
were collected through an online survey system based on Google Docs. The data collection took
place from April of 2013 to January of 2014.
The question items were originally written in English. Then, the questions were translated
into Chinese by a bilingual professional. The Chinese version was then translated back into
English by another bilingual professional to check the validity of the translation.
The subjects in the US were mainly staff members and students from a university system
in the southwest US. About 50% of the subjects in China were members of a research association
in the northern part of China. The rest of the subjects were employees from a manufacturing
company in the eastern part of China. The distribution of the questionnaire involved multiple
channels, including paper-based survey, emails, tweets, and LinkedIn invitations. The US
responses were mainly collected via email with the help of the Institutional Review Board (IRB).
The following table shows the descriptive statistics of the US sample and the China sample:
The US sample had 136 valid responses, and the China sample had 194 valid responses.
In the US sample, 68.4% of the subjects were female, and the gender distribution in the China
sample was approximately the same. The mean age in both countries was around 30 (the US
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sample was 35.75, and the China sample was 32.26), but the US sample had a much higher
standard deviation.

Table 4.7. Descriptive Statistics Grouped by Country
Variable
US Sample (136)
Gender
Male 31.6% Female 68.4%
Age
35.75 (s=14.2)
Full-time work experience 13.8 (s=13.2)
Part-time work experience 4.0 (s=4.9)
Years of service
5.8 (s=6.4)
Less than high school
0.0%
High school
2.9%
Some college
23.5%
4-year college degree
25.7%
Graduate or professional
47.8%
training
Annual Salary
$44150.5 (s=42449.7)

China Sample (194)
Male 53.6% Female 46.4%
32.26 (s=7.4)
8.2 (s=7.9)
1.3 (s=2.7)
6.1 (s=6.3)
0.0%
3.0%
5.2%
32.5%
59.3%
￥78484.7 ($12845.3)
(s=63788.4)

The US sample had higher full-time/part-time work experience than the China sample,
but the years of service in the current organization was about the same in the US and China. Both
samples had high education levels. The average annual salary of the US sample was $47,142.60.
The average annual salary of the China sample was ￥78,484.70 (about $12,845.30).
One of the limitations of this study is that the questionnaire did not identify the source of
respondents. Therefore, the study did not have exact statistics of which organization the
responses came from or through which channel the subjects learned about the questionnaire. This
study is also subject to some selection bias, including under-coverage bias and non-response bias,
which is discussed in Chapter 7.
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Survey Instruction
The following paragraphs are the instructions of the survey, which was approved by the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Texas A&M International University:
“The following survey is going to ask you questions concerning relationships between
job motivation, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. This survey is completely
anonymous, and no individual identifiable information will be reported; information will be
reported only in aggregate form. Please answer each question as honestly as you can; there are
no right or wrong answers. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact
worldacademic@gmail.com or 956-326-2552.
This research study has been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Texas
A&M International University. For questions regarding your rights as a research participant, or if
you have complaints, concerns, or questions about the research, you can contact Dr. Jennifer
Coronado (English), IRB Chair, 956-326-2673, irb@tamiu.edu, or Dr. Roberto Heredia
(English/Spanish), 956-326-2637, rheredia@tamiu.edu.”

Statistical Analysis
The data were analyzed using partial least square (PLS) based structural equation
modeling (SEM). SEM is a second generation multivariate statistical technique used to estimate
the parameters of a structural model. Regression based approaches (first generation) can only
analyze one layer of links between independent and dependent variables at the same time;
however, SEM techniques are able to examine “the simultaneous modeling of relationships
among multiple independent and dependent constructs” (Haenlein & Kaplan, 2004).
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PLS was developed in 1966 by Herman Wold as an econometric technique (Wold, 1966).
PLS is particularly suitable for social science applications in which the researcher is faced with
many variables and ill-understood relationships, and the object is merely to construct a good
predictive model (Tobias, 1995).
One of the main advantages of applying PLS is that PLS does not require distributional
assumptions, such as normality distribution (Haenlein & Kaplan, 2004). PLS also does not
require as large of a sample size as a co-variance based SEM to generate a stable path coefficient.
Stable re-sampling methods have been used in the analysis. In stable re-sampling
methods, “p-values are calculated through nonlinear fitting of standard errors to empirical
standard errors generated with the other re-sampling methods (ex. jackknifing and bootstrapping)
available” (Kock, 2013: 8).
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MODEL ASSESSMENT
Descriptive Statistics
Tables 5.1 and 5.2 present the correlations, means, and standard deviation (SD) of all
indicators used in the present study of the US and the China sample, respectively. (See Appendix
A2 for the list of code of question items.) Table 5.3 shows the means and standard deviations of
the unstandardized average scores of indicators for each latent variable. The calculated means
show that respondents in the US sample have higher intrinsic motivation levels than respondents
in the China sample. The US respondents also seem to have higher job satisfaction levels than
the respondents in China. The two groups of respondents have a similar level of organizational
commitment (all three components of organizational commitment are similar between the US
sample and the China sample). Table 5.3 also presents the t-test results of mean comparison. The
results of a student’s t-test show that the mean of intrinsic motivation is significantly different
between the US sample and the China sample; the mean of job satisfaction is moderately
different between the US sample and the China sample.
The reliability of a student’s t-test results depends on the assumption of normality. The
present study applies quantile-quantile plot (Q-Q plot) to verify whether or not the scores of
latent variables are normally distributed (see Appendix B). The Q-Q plots in Appendix B show
that all latent variable scores are normally distributed.

Measurement Model
The validity and reliability of the latent variables were assessed using the measurement
model. The present study used a confirmatory factor analysis in which the relations between
indicators and latent variables are already defined (ex. IM01 is indicator for intrinsic motivation.)

IM01
1.00
0.02
0.45
0.23
0.55
0.46
0.37
0.41
0.35
0.19
0.21
0.24
0.30
0.13
0.07
0.11
0.16
0.24
-0.01
0.10
-0.08
0.09
0.15
0.05
0.02
-0.20
0.09
0.17
0.22
0.09
0.01
0.08
-0.02
4.65
0.67

1.00
0.17 1.00
0.44 0.23 1.00
0.16 0.39 0.44 1.00
0.15 0.47 0.35 0.42 1.00
-0.05 0.46 0.22 0.39 0.35
-0.05 0.39 0.23 0.37 0.33
0.02 0.40 0.31 0.28 0.36
-0.15 0.17 -0.01 0.15 0.07
-0.27 0.30 -0.01 0.12 0.13
-0.02 0.33 0.06 0.18 0.23
0.09 0.26 0.24 0.25 0.28
-0.07 0.10 0.05 0.06 0.11
-0.08 0.13 0.02 0.07 0.08
-0.20 0.20 -0.09 0.00 0.04
0.03 0.30 0.23 0.21 0.33
0.16 0.10 0.16 0.11 0.08
-0.05 0.06 -0.15 -0.02 0.06
-0.05 0.00 -0.09 0.00 0.06
0.19 0.02 -0.02 -0.17 -0.05
0.09 0.28 0.06 0.02 0.11
0.26 0.17 0.10 0.13 0.13
0.11 0.16 0.02 0.00 -0.01
0.34 0.00 0.11 -0.01 0.03
-0.05 -0.09 -0.16 -0.01 -0.22
0.01 0.12 0.03 0.04 -0.03
0.21 0.09 0.22 0.16 0.07
0.12 0.10 0.25 0.21 0.16
0.09 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.01
-0.13 0.20 -0.02 -0.07 0.02
-0.02 0.15 -0.09 0.00 -0.03
0.00 0.02 0.02 -0.15 0.04
3.28 4.52 4.07 4.20 4.53
1.22 0.68 0.89 0.80 0.61
1.00
0.74
0.65
0.46
0.42
0.35
0.38
0.28
0.27
0.22
0.33
0.22
0.10
0.07
-0.12
0.11
0.02
-0.05
-0.13
-0.11
0.21
0.30
0.33
-0.13
0.19
0.11
0.15
3.97
0.98

JS02

JS03

JS04

1.00
0.66 1.00
0.40 0.29 1.00
0.41 0.37 0.34 1.00
0.32 0.32 0.57 0.28 1.00
0.45 0.45 0.55 0.27 0.73 1.00
0.34 0.38 0.36 0.21 0.35 0.38
0.24 0.38 0.33 0.48 0.37 0.45
0.29 0.25 0.42 0.34 0.35 0.31
0.29 0.41 0.34 0.32 0.43 0.47
0.29 0.25 0.14 0.21 0.08 0.23
0.10 0.07 0.15 0.26 0.23 0.20
0.14 0.11 0.18 0.29 0.18 0.19
-0.13 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.14 0.15
0.07 0.02 0.15 0.19 0.09 0.01
0.04 -0.02 0.09 -0.04 0.06 0.15
-0.02 0.10 0.09 0.03 0.02 0.06
-0.24 -0.13 -0.04 -0.17 -0.08 -0.06
-0.16 -0.15 -0.14 -0.13 -0.19 -0.10
0.27 0.18 0.31 0.20 0.18 0.17
0.33 0.22 0.23 0.10 0.20 0.28
0.26 0.28 0.31 0.22 0.23 0.24
-0.04 0.04 0.07 -0.01 0.14 0.09
0.08 0.18 0.28 0.27 0.18 0.24
0.03 0.13 0.17 0.13 0.14 0.15
-0.07 0.18 0.16 0.05 0.12 0.06
3.94 4.37 3.98 3.85 3.82 3.88
0.91 0.85 0.92 1.11 1.03 0.95

IM02 IM03 IM04 IM05 IM06 IM07 IM08 IM09 JS01

1.00
0.24
0.51
0.35
0.25
0.26
0.27
-0.11
0.10
0.01
-0.05
-0.15
-0.27
0.24
0.29
0.49
0.07
0.10
0.01
0.00
3.39
1.09

JS05

AC01 AC02 AC03 AC04 AC05 CC01

CC02

CC03

CC04

CC05

NC01 NC02 NC03 NC04 Gen

Age

1.00
0.22 1.00
0.57 0.45 1.00
0.25 0.29 0.34 1.00
0.40 0.27 0.51 0.30 1.00
0.37 0.28 0.40 0.30 0.78 1.00
0.16 -0.01 0.18 0.06 0.16 0.10 1.00
0.08 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.25 0.09 0.24 1.00
-0.01 0.10 0.14 0.32 0.20 0.10 0.29 0.62 1.00
-0.02 0.11 0.05 0.09 0.00 -0.08 0.27 0.47 0.56
-0.20 -0.01 -0.06 0.01 -0.08 -0.16 0.28 0.36 0.43 0.58 1.00
-0.14 -0.22 -0.26 -0.32 -0.17 -0.21 -0.08 -0.26 -0.24 0.02 -0.04 1.00
0.17 0.25 0.10 0.17 0.18 0.24 -0.10 0.24 0.24 0.11 0.02 -0.10 1.00
0.26 0.17 0.28 0.38 0.30 0.31 0.04 0.24 0.29 0.00 0.05 -0.26 0.58 1.00
0.31 0.30 0.37 0.35 0.24 0.26 -0.04 0.27 0.26 -0.04 0.01 -0.37 0.45 0.55 1.00
-0.03 0.16 0.12 -0.06 0.08 0.06 0.17 0.20 0.05 0.13 0.12 -0.14 -0.06 0.09 0.07 1.00
0.15 0.34 0.19 0.19 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.20 0.13 0.18 0.06 -0.08 0.00 -0.06 0.03 -0.03 1.00
0.01 0.29 0.09 0.17 0.01 0.03 0.18 0.25 0.20 0.32 0.20 -0.06 0.02 -0.02 -0.04 -0.02 0.65
0.14 0.14 0.18 0.07 -0.01 0.00 0.08 0.13 -0.06 0.01 0.12 -0.08 0.05 0.05 0.12 -0.02 0.46
4.40 3.27 3.64 2.92 3.56 3.52 3.28 3.09 2.97 3.04 2.77 2.72 2.97 2.99 3.15 1.68 35.75
0.95 1.32 1.15 1.17 1.20 1.26 1.42 1.36 1.32 1.32 1.24 1.23 1.24 1.36 1.26 0.47 14.17

JS06

Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; EM=extrinsic motivation; JS=job
satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance
commitment; NC=normative commitment; Gen=Gender; YS= Years
of Service

IM01
IM02
IM03
IM04
IM05
IM06
IM07
IM08
IM09
JS01
JS02
JS03
JS04
JS05
JS06
AC01
AC02
AC03
AC04
AC05
CC01
CC02
CC03
CC04
CC05
NC01
NC02
NC03
NC04
Gen
Age
YS
EM
(Mean)
(SD)

Table 5.1. Indicator Correlation Matrix of the US Sample

1.00
0.33
5.84
6.37

YS

1.00
37982
42241

EM
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4.50
0.85

(Mean)
(SD)

4.19
0.88

1.00
0.49
0.59
0.35
0.40
0.15
0.08
0.17
0.14
-0.03
0.05
0.12
0.06
0.00
0.12
0.18
0.17
0.17
0.11
-0.12
-0.06
-0.06
-0.01
0.01
-0.17
-0.04
0.13
0.30
0.06
0.01
-0.05
0.02
4.21
0.91

1.00
0.51
0.49
0.41
0.21
0.13
0.25
0.27
-0.04
0.17
0.22
0.26
0.00
0.18
0.25
0.19
0.15
0.05
-0.07
0.17
0.02
-0.05
-0.04
-0.17
0.03
0.15
0.30
0.08
0.07
-0.06
0.12
3.99
0.91

1.00
0.45
0.44
0.11
0.03
0.15
0.07
-0.08
-0.01
0.04
0.11
-0.01
0.08
0.12
0.14
0.07
0.10
-0.16
0.06
-0.06
-0.04
0.01
-0.16
0.00
0.17
0.28
0.17
0.03
-0.10
0.08
3.91
1.03

1.00
0.41
0.19
0.13
0.08
0.19
-0.27
0.16
0.20
0.11
-0.06
0.14
0.11
0.17
0.04
-0.03
-0.06
0.08
-0.10
-0.01
0.05
-0.12
0.06
0.21
0.19
0.06
0.21
-0.05
0.07
4.09
0.89

1.00
0.38
0.20
0.31
0.29
0.07
0.11
0.15
0.06
0.17
0.10
0.17
0.16
0.09
0.25
-0.20
-0.07
-0.22
-0.15
-0.23
-0.20
0.05
0.18
0.27
0.13
0.09
-0.03
0.18
3.29
1.09

1.00
0.69
0.55
0.41
0.00
0.36
0.45
0.27
0.21
0.26
0.19
0.34
-0.01
0.15
-0.10
0.01
0.01
-0.09
-0.11
-0.15
0.17
0.29
0.29
0.04
0.11
0.02
0.06
3.07
1.02

1.00
0.59
0.50
-0.11
0.48
0.52
0.43
0.25
0.28
0.13
0.35
0.00
0.10
-0.07
0.07
0.02
-0.09
-0.12
-0.12
0.25
0.20
0.21
-0.10
0.04
0.02
0.07
3.68
1.09

1.00
0.52
0.13
0.35
0.46
0.40
0.38
0.31
0.25
0.24
0.15
0.21
-0.05
0.03
-0.02
-0.18
-0.23
-0.30
0.23
0.27
0.31
-0.02
0.04
0.13
0.13
3.37
0.95

1.00
0.06
0.51
0.55
0.44
0.41
0.54
0.45
0.37
0.27
0.26
-0.09
0.01
-0.09
-0.35
-0.24
-0.27
0.26
0.19
0.23
-0.08
0.15
0.04
0.18

IM02 IM03 IM04 IM05 IM06 IM07 IM08 IM09 JS01

3.07
1.13

1.00
-0.01
0.01
-0.05
0.36
-0.05
-0.03
-0.23
0.22
0.28
-0.11
-0.16
-0.11
-0.26
-0.28
-0.20
-0.10
-0.15
-0.13
0.14
-0.06
-0.08
0.06

JS02

3.29
0.98

1.00
0.75
0.39
0.29
0.26
0.23
0.34
0.18
0.00
-0.14
0.01
-0.08
-0.22
-0.18
-0.16
0.24
0.11
0.13
-0.11
0.10
-0.01
0.07

JS03

3.22
0.97

1.00
0.52
0.34
0.43
0.29
0.35
0.24
0.17
-0.09
0.07
-0.02
-0.23
-0.20
-0.22
0.25
0.20
0.21
-0.17
0.21
0.03
0.16

JS04

2.72
1.05

1.00
0.21
0.39
0.21
0.32
0.11
0.10
-0.01
0.09
0.06
-0.19
-0.16
-0.26
0.17
0.21
0.24
-0.11
-0.03
-0.02
0.09

JS05

3.73
1.07

1.00
0.21
0.07
0.07
0.39
0.33
0.00
-0.14
-0.20
-0.39
-0.36
-0.39
0.16
0.07
-0.02
0.00
0.11
0.07
0.12

JS06

3.30
1.08

1.00
0.53
0.38
0.23
0.27
0.01
0.15
-0.03
-0.14
-0.04
-0.36
0.25
0.29
0.33
-0.07
0.30
0.09
0.15
3.45
0.99

1.00
0.39
0.13
0.16
-0.03
0.00
0.01
-0.14
-0.10
-0.13
0.28
0.18
0.30
-0.11
0.10
-0.06
0.16
2.99
1.10

1.00
0.10
0.18
-0.04
0.12
-0.03
-0.06
-0.06
-0.24
0.25
0.38
0.40
-0.10
0.08
-0.05
0.10
3.83
1.07

1.00
0.55
0.10
-0.14
-0.18
-0.27
-0.13
-0.32
0.08
0.05
-0.01
0.13
0.00
-0.01
0.11
3.54
1.17

1.00
0.02
-0.04
-0.13
-0.24
-0.17
-0.35
0.06
0.24
0.22
0.07
0.12
-0.03
0.09

3.14
1.30

2.89
1.23

2.72
1.21

2.70
1.16

1.00
0.09 1.00
0.20 0.26 1.00
0.10 0.35 0.42 1.00
0.23 0.30 0.28 0.54
-0.03 0.09 0.20 0.41
-0.01 0.07 -0.07 -0.04
-0.03 0.06 -0.04 -0.06
-0.19 0.07 0.03 -0.07
0.09 -0.01 -0.08 -0.10
-0.08 0.22 -0.07 0.02
0.07 0.08 0.01 0.14
-0.04 -0.15 -0.22 -0.19

2.74
1.25

1.00
0.39
-0.11
-0.02
-0.06
0.10
-0.05
0.11
-0.19

2.62
1.17

3.16
1.12

2.94
1.25

3.11
1.25

YS

6.12
6.26

1.00
0.19 1.00
0.19 -0.05

Age

1.46 32.26
0.50 7.39

1.00
-0.02 1.00
-0.19 0.23 1.00
-0.23 0.24 0.68 1.00
-0.08 -0.11 0.11 0.02 1.00
-0.04 0.05 0.03 0.02 -0.21
0.15 0.12 0.00 -0.05 -0.06
-0.09 -0.09 -0.03 -0.04 -0.06

AC01 AC02 AC03 AC04 AC05 CC01 CC02 CC03 CC04 CC05 NC01 NC02 NC03 NC04 Gen

Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; EM=extrinsic motivation; JS=job
satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance
commitment; NC=normative commitment; Gen=Gender; YS= Years
of Service

IM01
1.00
0.44
0.37
0.40
0.17
0.49
0.36
0.11
0.30
0.24
0.08
-0.03
0.05
0.02
0.04
0.17
0.21
0.13
0.07
0.29
-0.17
0.04
-0.08
0.03
0.04
-0.14
0.04
0.22
0.34
0.12
0.08
0.09
0.09

IM01
IM02
IM03
IM04
IM05
IM06
IM07
IM08
IM09
JS01
JS02
JS03
JS04
JS05
JS06
AC01
AC02
AC03
AC04
AC05
CC01
CC02
CC03
CC04
CC05
NC01
NC02
NC03
NC04
Gen
Age
YS
EM

Table 5.2. Indicator Correlation Matrix of the China Sample

1.00
16754
13616

EM
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Table 5.3. Unstandardized Average Scores of Indicators for Each Latent Variable
Variable The US sample The China sample
Mean
SD
Mean
SD
t-value
IM
4.17
0.95 3.88
1.06
2.59**
JS
3.38
1.37 3.07
1.12
2.16*
AC
3.12
1.31 3.11
1.22
0.08
CC
2.98
1.36 2.84
1.25
0.93
NC
2.96
1.28 2.96
1.21
-0.01
Note: ** refers to p≤0.01; * refers to p≤0.05; IM=intrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction;
AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance commitment; NC=normative commitment

Validity
Table 5.4 and Table 5.5 present the combined loadings and cross-loadings of all
indicators in the US sample and the China sample, respectively. The convergent validity is good
if the question items associated with each latent variable are understood by the subjects in the
same way as they are designed. To guarantee that the model in the present study had an
acceptable convergent validity, the loadings of indicators should be higher than 0.5 and
significant at the 0.01 level (Hair, 2009). Thus, the three indicators that do not meet this criterion
were removed from the model. They are JS02, CC01, and NC01. Since some of the indicators
are reversed question items, their scores were adjusted accordingly. Those reversed indicators are
JS02, JS06, AC04, AC05, and CC01.
Formative latent variable indicators did not apply to this assessment. Those indicators
were assessed in part based on p-values associated with indicator weights (Kock, 2013).
Therefore, Table 5.6 and Table 5.7 show all indicator weights of the US sample and the China
sample, respectively. Two criteria were applied to test the acceptability of indicators. The pvalues of indicator weights should be equal to or lower than 0.05. The VIF of indicators should
be lower than 3.3 (Kock, 2013). One indicator, IM02, did not meet this criteria (p-value=0.098 in
the US sample) and was removed from the model.
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In Table 5.4 and Table 5.5, the numbers in parentheses are loadings, and the other
numbers are cross-loadings. Table 5.4 also shows the type of the latent variable. According to the
nature of the question item, intrinsic motivation is the formative latent variables in which each
indicator measures different attributes of this latent variable. Other latent variables are reflective
latent variables in which all indicators are associated with the latent variable score.

Table 5.4. Loadings and Cross-loadings of Indicators: The US Sample
IM01
IM03
IM04
IM05
IM06
IM07
IM08
IM09
JS01
JS03
JS04
JS05
JS06
AC01
AC02
AC03
AC04
AC05
CC02
CC03
CC04
CC05
NC02
NC03
NC04

IM

JS

AC

CC

NC

Type

(0.688)
(0.683)
(0.499)
(0.68)
(0.663)
(0.781)
(0.773)
(0.742)
-0.083
0.011
0.129
-0.046
-0.05
-0.084
0.228
0.182
-0.16
-0.116
0.049
0.025
-0.024
-0.053
-0.137
0.044
0.093

-0.091
-0.05
-0.201
-0.109
-0.102
0.152
0.131
0.16
(0.767)
(0.841)
(0.866)
(0.591)
(0.616)
0.233
0.22
-0.301
-0.041
-0.122
-0.145
-0.068
0.173
0.033
0.08
-0.064
-0.013

0.004
0.048
-0.151
-0.059
0.164
-0.056
-0.012
0.032
-0.209
-0.116
-0.092
0.14
0.415
(0.596)
(0.757)
(0.572)
(0.837)
(0.806)
0.198
0.104
-0.113
-0.199
-0.16
0.072
0.086

0.005
0.19
0.168
0.013
0.185
-0.129
-0.201
-0.125
0.032
0.044
0.062
-0.161
-0.032
-0.075
0.124
0.07
0.048
-0.161
(0.771)
(0.831)
(0.828)
(0.735)
0.004
-0.018
0.016

-0.022
-0.188
0.112
-0.02
-0.324
0.159
0.223
0.027
0.141
-0.169
-0.112
0.314
-0.089
0.138
-0.228
0.266
-0.109
0.037
0.123
0.154
-0.179
-0.101
(0.818)
(0.866)
(0.796)

Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective

SE

0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.068

p-value
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance commitment;

74
Table 5.5. Loadings and Cross-loadings of Indicators: The China Sample
IM
IM01
IM03
IM04
IM05
IM06
IM07
IM08
IM09
JS01
JS03
JS04
JS05
JS06
AC01
AC02
AC03
AC04
AC05
CC02
CC03
CC04
CC05
NC02
NC03
NC04

(0.642)
(0.667)
(0.604)
(0.561)
(0.736)
(0.687)
(0.553)
(0.633)
0.164
-0.066
-0.028
-0.015
-0.071
-0.114
0.087
0.032
-0.071
0.074
-0.005
-0.061
0.084
-0.034
-0.148
-0.067
0.153

JS

-0.531
-0.141
-0.435
-0.106
-0.345
0.423
0.765
0.469
(0.782)
(0.819)
(0.872)
(0.679)
(0.549)
0.217
-0.096
0.165
-0.011
-0.307
0.201
0.198
-0.193
-0.131
0.239
-0.001
-0.138

AC

0.335
0.119
0.11
-0.141
0.066
-0.193
-0.295
-0.055
0.298
-0.255
-0.092
-0.05
0.163
(0.765)
(0.699)
(0.619)
(0.572)
(0.631)
-0.008
-0.003
-0.089
0.107
0.032
-0.052
0.034

CC

-0.03
0.151
0.001
0.052
-0.278
0.05
0.145
-0.033
-0.05
0.053
0.111
0.191
-0.421
0.167
0.087
0.184
-0.237
-0.264
(0.633)
(0.658)
(0.827)
(0.753)
-0.066
0.011
0.027

NC

Type

-0.052
-0.121
-0.056
0.02
-0.099
0.118
0.116
0.101
-0.084
0.035
0.056
0.139
-0.193
0.12
0.042
0.337
-0.412
-0.15
0.051
-0.028
0.026
-0.047
(0.51)
(0.882)
(0.884)

Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective

SE

0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059
0.059

p-value
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance commitment;
NC=normative commitment

As shown in Tables 5.4 and 5.5, all of the loading of indicators were higher than 0.5 and
significant at 0.01 levels (see table 5.4).
Table 5.6 and Table 5.7 show the indicator weights and the variance inflation factor (VIF)
associated with the indicator weights for the US sample and the China sample, respectively.
After removing indicator IM02, all p-values associated with indicator weights were lower than
0.05. The VIF of all indictors were lower than 3.3. Indicator weight-loading signs (WLS) were
applied to verify whether or not an indicator was making a negative contribution to the R-
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squared of its latent variable, which may be a sign of Simpson’s paradox. It was recommended
that all indicator WLS values be positive. Effect sizes (ES) are also provided in Table 5.4. The
effect size of an indicator should be higher than 0.02, or it would be considered to be too weak to

Table 5.6. Indicator Weights and VIFs: The US Sample
IM01
IM03
IM04
IM05
IM06
IM07
IM08
IM09
JS01
JS03
JS04
JS05
JS06
AC01
AC02
AC03
AC04
AC05
CC02
CC03
CC04
CC05
NC02
NC03
NC04

IM

JS

AC

CC

NC

Type

(0.179)
(0.178)
(0.130)
(0.177)
(0.172)
(0.203)
(0.201)
(0.193)
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
(0.276)
(0.303)
(0.312)
(0.213)
(0.222)
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
(0.229)
(0.291)
(0.220)
(0.321)
(0.309)
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
(0.307)
(0.331)
(0.330)
(0.293)
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
(0.398)
(0.422)
(0.388)

Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective

SE

p-value

VIF

WLS

ES

1.737 1
0.123
0.068
0.005
1.565 1
0.121
0.068
0.005
1.360
1
0.065
0.068
0.029
1.821 1
0.120
0.068
0.005
1.555
1
0.114
0.068
0.006
2.646 1
0.158
0.068
0.002
2.610 1
0.155
0.068
0.002
2.156
1
0.143
0.068
0.003
1.616 1
0.212
0.068
<0.001
2.319
1
0.255
0.068
<0.001
2.470 1
0.270
0.068
<0.001
1.225 1
0.126
0.068
<0.001
1.279
1
0.137
0.068
0.001
1.301 1
0.137
0.068
<0.001
1.622
1
0.220
0.068
<0.001
1.198 1
0.126
0.068
<0.001
2.874 1
0.269
0.068
<0.001
2.594
1
0.249
0.068
<0.001
1.676 1
0.237
0.068
<0.001
1.932
1
0.275
0.068
<0.001
1.871 1
0.273
0.068
<0.001
1.537 1
0.215
0.068
<0.001
1.575
1
0.326
0.068
<0.001
1.794 1
0.365
0.068
<0.001
1.477
1
0.309
0.068
<0.001
Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance commitment;
NC=normative commitment; VIF=variance inflation factor; WLS=weight-loading sign; ES=effect size

relate to latent variable regardless of its p-value (Kock, 2013). The convergent validity
assessment in Table 5.4, Table 5.5, Table 5.6, and Table 5.7 show that question items associated
with each latent variable were understood by respondents in the same way as they were designed.
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Table 5.7. Indicator Weights and VIFs: The China Sample
IM01
IM03
IM04
IM05
IM06
IM07
IM08
IM09
JS01
JS03
JS04
JS05
JS06
AC01
AC02
AC03
AC04
AC05
CC02
CC03
CC04
CC05
NC02
NC03
NC04

IM

JS

AC

CC

NC

Type

(0.197)
(0.205)
(0.186)
(0.172)
(0.226)
(0.211)
(0.170)
(0.194)
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
(0.279)
(0.292)
(0.311)
(0.242)
(0.196)
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
(0.350)
(0.320)
(0.284)
(0.262)
(0.290)
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
(0.303)
(0.316)
(0.397)
(0.361)
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
(0.281)
(0.485)
(0.486)

Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Formative
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective
Reflective

SE

p-value

VIF

WLS

ES

1.616 1
0.126
0.059 <0.001
1.671
1
0.137
0.059 <0.001
1.645 1
0.112
0.059 <0.001
1.580 1
0.097
0.059
0.002
1.725
1
0.166
0.059 <0.001
2.384 1
0.145
0.059 <0.001
2.330
1
0.094
0.059
0.002
1.796 1
0.123
0.059 <0.001
1.671 1
0.218
0.059 <0.001
2.361
1
0.239
0.059 <0.001
2.775 1
0.271
0.059 <0.001
1.430
1
0.164
0.059 <0.001
1.228 1
0.108
0.059 <0.001
1.528 1
0.268
0.059 <0.001
1.476
1
0.224
0.059 <0.001
1.247 1
0.175
0.059 <0.001
1.436
1
0.150
0.059 <0.001
1.482 1
0.183
0.059 <0.001
1.182 1
0.192
0.059 <0.001
1.233
1
0.208
0.059 <0.001
1.628 1
0.328
0.059 <0.001
1.438
1
0.272
0.059 <0.001
1.071 1
0.144
0.059 <0.001
1.891 1
0.427
0.059 <0.001
1.897
1
0.429
0.059 <0.001
Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance commitment;
NC=normative commitment; VIF=variance inflation factor; WLS=weight-loading sign; ES=effect size

A discriminant validity assessment was conducted and is shown in Table 5.8 and Table
5.9 for the US sample and the China sample, respectively. The numbers in parentheses are the
square roots of the average variance extracted (AVE).
The following criterion was applied to the discriminant validity assessment: “for each
latent variable, the square root of the average variance extracted should be higher than any of the
correlations involving that latent variable” (Kock, 2013: 64).
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As shown in Table 5.8 and Table 5.9, the square roots of the AVE associated with each
latent variable were higher than the correlations of that respective latent variable. This indicates
that the survey respondents were not confused about the question item of a designed latent
variable with other latent variables.

Table 5.8. Correlation between Latent Variables and Square Roots of AVEs: The US Sample
IM
JS
AC
CC
NC
IM
(0.694)
JS
0.467 (0.745)
AC
0.263
0.521 (0.722)
CC
0.072
0.036
0.149 (0.792)
NC
0.316
0.408
0.425
0.216 (0.827)
Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance
commitment; NC=normative commitment

Table 5.9. Correlation between Latent Variables and Square Roots of AVEs: The China Sample
IM
JS
AC
CC
NC
IM
(0.638)
JS
0.464 (0.749)
AC
0.384
0.541
(0.66)
CC
-0.1 -0.264 -0.174 (0.722)
NC
0.412
0.29
0.437 -0.039 (0.779)
Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance
commitment; NC=normative commitment

Reliability
The reliability was examined using composite reliability and Cronbach’s alpha and is
shown in Table 5.10 and Table 5.11 for the US sample and the China sample, respectively. The
conservative acceptable criteria are: both the composite reliability and the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients should be equal to or greater than 0.7 (Kock, 2013). An even more lenient version
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sets this threshold at 0.6 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). To check for colinearity issues, Table
5.10 and Table 5.11 also include full colinearity checks of each latent variable.
Table 5.10 and Table 5.11 show the composite reliability and the Cronbach’s alpha of all
latent variables, which are higher than 0.6. This indicates that the responses of all of the question
items were stable and consistent for different subjects. The VIF scores are all lower than 5,

Table 5.10. Variable Coefficients: The US Sample
Composite reliability
Cronbach’s alpha
Variance inflation factor
Q-squared coefficients

IM

EM

JS

AC

CC

NC

Age

0.88
0.843
1.322

1
1
1.29

0.859
0.791
1.817
0.308

1
1
2.07

0.842
0.763
1.517
0.176

0.871
0.801
1.227
0.158

0.867
0.769
1.466
0.166

Gender

Years of Service

1
1
1.85

1
1
1.051

Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; EM=extrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective
commitment; CC=continuance commitment; NC=normative commitment

Table 5.11. Variable Coefficients: The China Sample
Composite reliability
Cronbach’s alpha
Variance inflation factor
Q-squared coefficients

IM

EM

JS

AC

CC

NC

Age

0.845
0.789
1.52

1
1
1.182

0.862
0.797
1.73
0.324

0.793
0.673
1.693
0.211

0.812
0.689
1.17
0.125

0.814
0.653
1.411
0.242

1
1
1.166

Gender

Years of Service

1
1
1.109

1
1
1.059

Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; EM=extrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective
commitment; CC=continuance commitment; NC=normative commitment

which indicates that the multicolinearity level in this assessment model is acceptable. Table 5.10
and Table 5.11 also show the Q-Square coefficients for the predictive validity test. According to
Kock (2013), acceptable predictive validity in connection with an endogenous latent variable is
suggested by a Q-squared coefficient which is greater than zero.
Table 5.12 and Table 5.13 show other diagnostic tools: Correlation error terms (residuals)
and the VIFs associated with latent variable error terms. These tables are included to identify
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error terms that are highly associated and to examine whether the correlation between two latent
variables is true or due to error. The recommended criterion is that the VIFs associated with the
error terms should be equal to or lower than 3.3 (Kock, 2013). The

Table 5.12. Correlation Error Terms and VIFs Associated with Latent Variable Error Terms: The
US Sample
(e)JS
(e)AC
(e)CC
(e)NC
(e)JS
(1.331)
(e)AC
0.457 (1.383)
(e)CC
-0.029
0.088 (1.071)
(e)NC
0.335
0.396
0.229
(1.3)
Note: JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance commitment;
NC=normative commitment

Table 5.13. Correlation Error Terms and VIFs Associated with Latent Variable Error Terms: The
China Sample
(e)JS
(e)AC
(e)CC
(e)NC
(e)JS
(1.29)
(e)AC
0.433 (1.407)
(e)CC
-0.239 -0.113 (1.061)
(e)NC
0.191
0.395 -0.052 (1.186)
Note: JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance commitment;
NC=normative commitment

numbers in parentheses are variance inflation factors (VIFs) associated with latent variable error
terms. Table 5.12 and Table 5.13 show that all VIFs associated with latent variable error terms
are much lower than 3.3

Model Fit
Table 5.14 and Table 5.15 show a list of model fit and quality indices, including average
path coefficient (APC), average R-squared (ARS), average block variance inflation factor
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(AVIF), average full colinearity VIF (AFVIF), Tenenhaus GoF (GoF), Sympson’s paradox ratio
(SPR), R-squared contribution ratio (RSCR), and nonlinear bivariate causality direction ratio
(NLBCDR).

Table 5.14. Model Fit and Quality Indices: The US Sample
Indices Name
Value
Average path coefficient
(APC)=0.139, p=0.011
Average R-squared
(ARS)=0.184, p=0.002
Average block VIF
VIF (AVIF)=1.265
Average full collinearity VIF
VIF (AFVIF)=1.512
Tenenhaus GoF
(GoF)=0.374
Sympson's paradox ratio
(SPR)=0.850
R-squared contribution ratio
(RSCR)=0.976
Nonlinear bivariate causality direction ratio (NLBCDR)=0.925

Criteria
p <0.05
p<0.05
acceptable if <= 5
acceptable if <= 5
large if>= 0.36
acceptable if >= 0.7
acceptable if >= 0.9
acceptable if >= 0.7

Table 5.15. Model Fit and Quality Indices: The China Sample
Indices Name
Value
Average path coefficient
(APC)=0.150, p=0.003
Average R-squared
(ARS)=0.217, p=0.001
Average block VIF
(AVIF)=1.053
Average full collinearity VIF
(AFVIF)=1.338
Tenenhaus GoF
(GoF)=0.397
Sympson's paradox ratio
(SPR)=0.900
R-squared contribution ratio
(RSCR)=0.991
Nonlinear bivariate causality direction ratio (NLBCDR)=0.925

Criteria
p <0.05
p<0.05
acceptable if <= 5
acceptable if <= 5
large if>= 0.36
acceptable if >= 0.7
acceptable if >= 0.9
acceptable if >= 0.7

As Table 5.14 and Table 5.15 show, the p-values of both APC and ARS are all lower than
0.05, which indicates that the overall predictive and explanatory quality of the model is
acceptable. The AVIF and AFVIF are used to examine “if new latent variables are added to the
model in such a way as to add vertical and full collinearity” (Kock, 2013: 48). The values of both
indices show that collinearity issues in both the US model and the China model are acceptable.
Tenenhaus GoF is a measure of a model’s explanatory power and is similar to ARS. Wetzels,
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Odekerken-Schroder, and Van Oppen (2009) described GoF criteria as: small if equal to or
greater than 0.1, medium if equal to or greater than 0.25, and large if equal to or greater than 0.36.
Both the US model and the China model show a large explanatory power (GoF=0.374 in the US
model; GoF=0.397 in the China model).
The SPR index is applied to verify whether or not a model is free from Simpson’s
paradox instances. Simpson’s paradox instance is a possible indication of a causality problem,
which occurs when a path coefficient and a correlation associated with a pair of linked variables
have different signs (Kock, 2013). An acceptable SPR value should be greater than 0.7. In the
US model, the SPR=0.85, which indicates that at least 85 percent of the paths in the model are
free from Simpson’s paradox. In the China model, the SPR=0.9, which indicates that at least 90
percent of the paths in the model are free from Simpson’s paradox.
The RSCR index is “a measure of the extent to which a model is free from negative Rsquared contributions, which occur together with Simpson’s paradox instances” (Kock 2013: 49).
The RSCR value is acceptable when it is greater than 0.9. In the US model, the RSCR is equal to
0.976, which indicates that at least 97.6 percent of the paths in the model are not associated with
negative R-squared contributions. In the China model, the RSCR is equal to 0.991, which
indicates that at least 99.1 percent of the paths in the model are not associated with negative Rsquared contributions.
The research model of the present study used a nonlinear algorism (Warp3 in WarpPLS
4.0) to examine the relations between variables. Therefore, the NLBCDR index is applied to
measure “the extent to which bivariate nonlinear coefficients of association provide support for
the hypothesized directions of the causal links in a model” (Kock, 2013: 50). The NLBCDR is
acceptable when it is higher than 0.7. In both the US model and the China model, the NLBCDR
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index equaled 0.925, which indicates that in at least 92.5 percent of the path-related instances in
the model, the support for the reversed hypothesized direction of causality is weak or less than
weak (Kock 2013).

Measurement Model Differences
Table 5.16 presents the measurement model differences by examining whether or not the
differences of the indicator weights of the US sample and the China sample are statistically
significant. The methodology of this comparison was documented by Kock (2014) (see detailed
methodology in Appendix C). As Table 5.16 shows, all indicator weights do not significantly
differ between the US sample and the China sample, which indicates good measurement
equivalence.

Table 5.16. Measurement Model Differences
The US sample The China Sample
Weight SE
Weight
SE
IM01
0.179 0.068
0.197 0.059
IM03
0.178 0.068
0.205 0.059
IM04
0.13 0.068
0.186 0.059
IM05
0.177 0.068
0.172 0.059
IM06
0.172 0.068
0.226 0.059
IM07
0.203 0.068
0.211 0.059
IM08
0.201 0.068
0.17 0.059
IM09
0.193 0.068
0.194 0.059
JS01
0.276 0.068
0.279 0.059
JS03
0.303 0.068
0.292 0.059
JS04
0.312 0.068
0.311 0.059
JS05
0.213 0.068
0.242 0.059
JS06
0.222 0.068
0.196 0.059
AC01
0.229 0.068
0.35 0.059
AC02
0.291 0.068
0.32 0.059
AC03
0.22 0.068
0.284 0.059
AC04
0.321 0.068
0.262 0.059

t-value p-value
-0.1993 0.4211
-0.2989 0.3826
-0.6200 0.2678
0.0554 0.4779
-0.5979 0.2752
-0.0886 0.4647
0.3432 0.3658
-0.0111 0.4956
-0.0332 0.4868
0.1218 0.4516
0.0111 0.4956
-0.3211 0.3742
0.2879 0.3868
-1.3397 0.0906
-0.3211 0.3742
-0.7086 0.2395
0.6532 0.2570
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Table 5.16 Continued. Measurement Model Differences
The US sample The China Sample
Weight SE
Weight
SE
t-value p-value
AC05
0.309 0.068
0.29 0.059 0.2104 0.4168
CC02
0.307 0.068
0.303 0.059 0.0443 0.4824
CC03
0.331 0.068
0.316 0.059 0.1661 0.4341
CC04
0.33 0.068
0.397 0.059 -0.7418 0.2294
CC05
0.293 0.068
0.361 0.059 -0.7529 0.2260
NC02
0.398 0.068
0.281 0.059 1.2954 0.0981
NC03
0.422 0.068
0.485 0.059 -0.6975 0.2430
NC04
0.388 0.068
0.486 0.059 -1.0850 0.1394
Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment; CC=continuance
commitment; NC=normative commitment
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RESULTS

Results Overview
The results of the structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis are presented in Figure
6.1 and Figure 6.2 for the US sample and the China sample, respectively. The numbers in these
figures are the path coefficients (standardized partial regression coefficients), which indicate the
strengths of the multivariate associations between variables. The statistical significance level of
the path coefficients are also included in the figures, where * refers to p≤0.05, ** refers to
p≤0.01, and ns refers to non-significant.
In Figure 6.1 and Figure 6.2, a solid arrow means that the two variables are hypothesized
to be associated (ex. in hypothesis 1a, intrinsic motivation is hypothesized to be positively
associated with affective commitment). A dashed arrow means that the two variables are
hypothesized to not be associated (ex. in hypothesis 1b, intrinsic motivation is hypothesized to
not be associated with continuance commitment). Therefore, if a solid arrow has a significant
path coefficient on it, then the corresponding hypothesis is supported. Otherwise, it is rejected.
Similarly, if a dashed arrow has a non-significant path coefficient, then the corresponding
hypothesis is supported. Otherwise, it is rejected (see Table 6.8 for the results of hypothesis
testing).
R-squared coefficients are also presented in Figure 6.1 and Figure 6.2, which show the
percentage of variance explained by the variables (including control variables) that point to the
endogenous variables in the research model. The path coefficients of control variables are not
included in Figure 6.1 and Figure 6.2.
Table 6.1 and Table 6.2 present all of the path coefficients of the variables (including
control variables) for the US and the China samples, respectively. In the US sample, years of
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service is highly associated (beta=0.269, p≤0.01) with continuance commitment (R-squared
contribution=0.084). Age is highly associated (beta=0.161, p≤0.01) with job satisfaction (Rsquared contribution=0.042). Age is also moderately associated (beta=0.137, p≤0.05) with
affective commitment (R-squared contribution=0.032). Table 6.1 also shows that gender is
moderately associated with continuance commitment (beta=0.127, p≤0.05) and job satisfaction
(beta=0.112, p≤0.05) and that years of service is moderately associated with normative
commitment (beta=-0.118, p≤0.05), but the R-squared contributions of these path coefficients are
very low (0.008, 0.012, and 0.017, respectively). In the China sample, most of the control
variables are not associated with organizational commitment or job satisfaction. Gender is
moderately associated (beta=-0.14, p≤0.05) with job satisfaction (with an R-squared contribution
of 0.019).

Figure 6.1. Research Model and Path Coefficient: The US sample
Intrinsic M.

0.32**

Affective C.

0.16**

R2=0.17

0.35**
0.46**

Continu. C.
R2=0.12

0.09ns

Norma. C.

-0.01ns

R2=0.15
0.12*
0.07ns

Extrinsic M.

Job Satisf.
R2=0.29

Hypothesized Relation

Hypothesized Non-relation

* refers to p≤0.05; ** refers to p≤0.01; ns refers to non-significant
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Table 6.1. Path Coefficients of Variables: The US Sample
Intrinsic M. Extrinsic M. Age
Gender Years of S.
**
*
Affective Commitment
0.316
0.093
0.137
0.076
0.001
Continuance Commitment
0.159**
-0.011
-0.059 0.127*
0.269**
Normative Commitment
0.346**
0.122*
-0.108 0.002
-0.118*
Job Satisfaction
0.464**
0.072
0.161** 0.122*
-0.022
* refers to p≤0.05; ** refers to p≤0.01

Figure 6.2. Research Model and Path Coefficient: The China Sample
0.35**

Intrinsic M.

Affective C.

-0.07ns

R2=0.21

0.44**
0.50**

Continu. C.
R2=0.12

0.17**

Norma. C.
-0.28**

R2=0.22

-0.17**
0.16**

Extrinsic M.

Job Satisf.
R2=0.33

Hypothesized Relation

Hypothesized Non-relation

* refers to p≤0.05; ** refers to p≤0.01; ns refers to non-significant

Table 6.2. Path Coefficients of Variables: The China Sample
Intrinsic M. Extrinsic M. Age
Gender Years of S.
Affective Commitment
0.351**
0.173**
0.095 -0.04
-0.084
**
Continuance Commitment
-0.065
-0.281
0.074 -0.041
0.09
Normative Commitment
0.436**
-0.173**
0.085 -0.022
-0.073
Job Satisfaction
0.496**
0.163**
0.074 -0.14**
0.044
* refers to p≤0.05; ** refers to p≤0.01

Table 6.3 and Table 6.4 present the effect sizes for path coefficients of the US sample and
the China sample, respectively. The effect sizes are calculated as the absolute values of the
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contribution to the R-squared coefficient. Even if a path coefficient is statistically significant,
effect sizes lower than 0.02 suggest that the path coefficients between variables are too weak to
be considered relevant from a practical point of view (Cohen, 2013; Kock, 2013).

Table 6.3. Effect Sizes for Path Coefficients: The US Sample
Intrinsic M. Extrinsic M. Age
Gender Years of S.
Affective Commitment
0.112
0.017
0.032 0.008
0
Continuance Commitment
0.032
0.002
0.013 0.019
0.084
Normative Commitment
0.116
0.015
0.007
0
0.017
Job Satisfaction
0.226
0.014
0.042 0.012
0.004

Table 6.4. Effect Sizes for Path Coefficients: The China Sample
Intrinsic M. Extrinsic M. Age
Affective Commitment
0.135
0.044
0.02
Continuance Commitment
0.007
0.085
0.01
Normative Commitment
0.192
0.026
0.011
Job Satisfaction
0.254
0.04
0.013

Gender Years of S.
0.001
0.005
0.001
0.013
0.001
0.007
0.019
0.002

Therefore, in the US sample, the path coefficient between extrinsic motivation and
normative commitment is weak (ES=0.015), even though the path coefficient is statistically
significant. Similarly, in the China Sample, the path coefficient between gender (one of the
control variables) and job satisfaction is also weak (ES=0.017). In the China Sample, the effect
size for the path coefficient between extrinsic motivation and normative commitment is also very
low (ES=0.026). It is a little higher than the criteria of 0.02; however, in comparison with the
effect size of intrinsic motivation (ES=0.192), the effect size of extrinsic motivation is still too
weak to be considered relevant from a practical point of view.
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Results of the US Sample
The results of the SEM analysis of the US sample support five out of eight hypotheses
proposed in the present research. Table 6.5 shows the results of the hypothesis testing of the US
sample. (Hypotheses 5 and 6 are discussed in the SEM model comparison section).

Table 6.5. Results of Hypothesis Testing: The US Sample
Motivation-Organizational Commitment Relation
H1a Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with
affective commitment.
H1b Intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance
commitment.
H1c Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with
normative commitment.
H2a Extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective
commitment.
H2b Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with
continuance commitment.
H2c Extrinsic motivation is not associated with normative
commitment.
Motivation-Job Satisfaction Relation
H3 Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction.
H4 Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction.
*Path coefficient is significant, but effect size is only 0.015

Supported?
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes*

Yes
No

Hypothesis 1a proposes a positive association between intrinsic motivation and affective
commitment. As expected, the SEM analysis shows that intrinsic motivation is positively
associated with affective commitment (path coefficient = 0.316, p≤0.01). This indicates that
individuals with a high level of intrinsic motivation tend to have high affective commitment. The
effect size of intrinsic motivation on affective commitment is 0.112, which means that 11.2
percent of the variance of affective commitment is explained by intrinsic motivation. Therefore,
hypothesis 1a is supported.
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Figure 6.3 shows more details of the nonlinear relation between intrinsic motivation and
affective commitment in the US sample. The numbers on the axes in Figure 6.3 are the
standardized scores of the latent variables. As Figure 6.3 shows, the relation between intrinsic
motivation and affective commitment is not always positive. When the intrinsic motivation level
is very high, it begins to decrease the affective commitment. The turning point is approximately
4.5 Likert sale points (the SEM analysis is conducted based on standardized data; unstandardized
scores are approximations estimated by average scores of the indicators). Figure 6.3 also shows
that very few data points are available for individuals with low intrinsic motivation in the US
sample. This indicates that the results of this SEM analysis may not be applicable for employees
with low intrinsic motivation in the US.

Figure 6.3. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Intrinsic Motivation and Affective Commitment
(the US Sample)
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Hypothesis 1b proposes that intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance
commitment; however, the SEM analysis results show that intrinsic motivation is positively
associated with continuance commitment (path coefficient = 0.159, p≤0.01). This indicates that
individuals with a high level of intrinsic motivation are more likely to have high continuance
commitment. The effect size of intrinsic motivation on continuance commitment is 0.032, which
means that 3.2 percent of the variance of continuance commitment is explained by intrinsic
motivation. Therefore, hypothesis 1b is rejected, but the effect size still shows that the impact of
intrinsic motivation is not very significant for continuance commitment.
Figure 6.4 shows more details of the nonlinear relation between intrinsic motivation and
continuance commitment in the US sample. As the figure shows, continuance commitment
increases along with intrinsic motivation, but when intrinsic motivation is high,

Figure 6.4. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Intrinsic Motivation and Continuance
Commitment (the US Sample)
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the relation becomes negative. As mentioned previously, the US sample has few observations
with low intrinsic motivation. This indicates that the results of this SEM analysis may not be
applicable for employees with low intrinsic motivation in the US.
Hypothesis 1c proposes that intrinsic motivation is positively associated with normative
commitment. This hypothesis is supported by the SEM analysis (path coefficient = 0.346,
p≤0.01). The results indicate that individuals with high levels of intrinsic motivation are more
likely to have high normative commitment. The effect size of intrinsic motivation on normative
commitment is 0.116, which means that 11.6 percent of the variance of normative commitment is
explained by intrinsic motivation.
Figure 6.5 shows more details of the nonlinear relation between intrinsic motivation and
normative commitment in the US sample. As Figure 6.5 shows, intrinsic motivation is positively
associated with normative commitment. The relation is almost a linear relation, but the slope of
the curve decreases substantially when intrinsic motivation is very high (approximately 4.0 on
the unstandardized score), which indicates that the relation between intrinsic motivation and
normative commitment becomes very weak when intrinsic motivation levels are very high. As
mentioned previously, the US sample lacks observations of low intrinsic motivation (lower than
2.5 on the unstandardized scale). This indicates that the results of this SEM analysis may not be
applicable for employees with low intrinsic motivation in the US.
Hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c show that intrinsic motivation is highly associated with all
components of organizational commitment. Generally, in the US sample, employees with higher
intrinsic motivation levels tended to have higher organizational commitment. This relation is
reduced (or even reversed) when the intrinsic motivation level is very high.
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Figure 6.5. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Intrinsic Motivation and Normative Commitment
(the US Sample)

Hypothesis 2a proposes that extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective
commitment. This hypothesis is supported by the SEM analysis results in which the nonsignificant association between extrinsic motivation and affective commitment is reported (path
coefficient = 0.093, p=0.085). This indicates that there is no direct effect of extrinsic motivation
on affective commitment.
Figure 6.6a shows more details of the relation between extrinsic motivation and affective
commitment in the US sample. As the figure shows, affective commitment slightly increases
when extrinsic motivation is low and slightly decreases when extrinsic motivation is high;
however, overall, the curve is nearly flat. One of the respondents had a significantly higher
extrinsic motivation (monetary income). If this respondent is treated as an outlier, the adjusted
best-fitting curve is shown in Figure 6.6b, which still shows an almost straight and flat curve.
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Figure 6.6a. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Extrinsic Motivation and Affective
Commitment (the US sample)

Figure 6.6b. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points (without outlier): Extrinsic Motivation and
Affective Commitment (the US sample)
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Hypothesis 2b proposes that extrinsic motivation is positively associated with continuance
commitment; however, the SEM analysis results show a non-significant path coefficient between
extrinsic motivation and continuance commitment (path coefficient =

-0.011, p=0.434). This

indicates that extrinsic motivation does not directly affect continuance commitment. Therefore,
hypothesis 2b is not supported.
Figure 6.7 shows more details of the relation between extrinsic motivation and
continuance commitment in the US sample. As the figure shows, the best-fitting curve of
extrinsic motivation and continuance commitment is almost a flat, straight line.

Figure 6.7. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Extrinsic Motivation and Continuance
Commitment (the US sample)

Hypothesis 2c proposes that extrinsic motivation is not associated with normative
commitment. The SEM analysis shows that extrinsic motivation is moderately associated with
normative commitment (path coefficient = 0.122, p≤0.05); however, the effect size of extrinsic
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motivation on normative commitment is very small (effect size=0.015), which is too weak to be
considered relevant (Cohen, 2013; Kock, 2013). Therefore, hypothesis 2c is supported.
Figure 6.8a shows more details of the relation between extrinsic motivation and
continuance commitment in the US sample. As Figure 6.8a shows, the positive path coefficient is
mainly because of one respondent with very high extrinsic motivation levels. If this respondent is
treated as an outlier, the adjusted best-fitting curve is shown in Figure 6.8b. Figure 6.8b shows
that the best-fitting curve is nearly flat when extrinsic motivation is lower than 2.4
(approximately $110,000 income per year). Normative commitment decreases when extrinsic
motivation is higher than 2.4.

Figure 6.8a. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Extrinsic Motivation and Normative
Commitment (the US sample)

Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c show that extrinsic motivation is not associated with any
components of organizational commitment in the US sample. The US sample lacks observations
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on extrinsic motivation higher than 2.7 (approximately $145,000 income per year). Therefore,
the SEM analysis results may not be applicable to individuals with a high income.

Figure 6.8b. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points (without outlier): Extrinsic Motivation and
Continuance Commitment (the US sample)

Hypothesis 3 proposes that intrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction. As expected, the SEM analysis shows a significant and positive path coefficient
between intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction (path coefficient = 0.464, p≤0.01). The effect
size of intrinsic motivation on job satisfaction is also very high (effect size=0.226), which
indicates that 22.6 percent of the variance of job satisfaction is explained by intrinsic motivation.
Therefore, hypothesis 3 is supported in the US sample.
Figure 6.9 shows more details of the relation between intrinsic motivation and job
satisfaction in the US sample. As the figure shows, job satisfaction increases when intrinsic
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motivation is higher. In the US sample, most respondents have relatively high intrinsic
motivation and high job satisfaction. The best-fitting curve is nearly an upward straight line
when intrinsic motivation is higher than -2.4 (approximately 2.4 on the unstandardized Likert
scale).

Figure 6.9. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Intrinsic Motivation and Job Satisfaction (the US
sample)

Hypothesis 4 proposes that extrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction; however, the SEM analysis results show a non-significant path coefficient between
extrinsic motivation and job satisfaction (path coefficient = 0.072, p=0.147). This result indicates
that there is no direct effect of extrinsic motivation on job satisfaction. Therefore, hypothesis 4 is
not supported.
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Figure 6.10a. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Extrinsic Motivation and Job Satisfaction (the
US sample)

Figure 6.10b. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points (without outlier): Extrinsic Motivation and Job
Satisfaction (the US sample)
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Figure 6.10a shows more details of the relation between extrinsic motivation and job
satisfaction in the US sample. As the figure shows, the best-fitting curve is slightly upward when
the extrinsic motivation level is low, but it is generally a flat line. If the observation with
significantly high extrinsic motivation is treated as an outlier, the best-fitting curve is shown in
Figure 6.10b. It shows a very straight and flat best-fitting line, indicating that there is no clear
relation between the two variables.

Results of the China sample
The results of the SEM analysis of the China sample support six out of eight hypotheses
proposed in the present research. Table 6.6 shows the results of the hypothesis testing of the
China sample. (Hypotheses 5 and 6 are discussed in the SEM model comparison section).
Hypothesis 1a proposes a positive association between intrinsic motivation and affective
commitment. In the China sample, the SEM analysis shows that intrinsic motivation is positively
and significantly associated with affective commitment (path coefficient = 0.351, p≤0.01). This
indicates that individuals with a high level of intrinsic motivation tended to have a high affective
commitment. The effect size of intrinsic motivation on affective commitment is 0.135, which
means that 13.5 percent of the variance of affective commitment is explained by intrinsic
motivation. Therefore, hypothesis 1a is supported.
Figure 6.11 shows more details of the nonlinear relation between intrinsic motivation and
affective commitment in the China sample. The numbers on the axes in Figure 6.11 are the
standardized scores of the latent variables. As Figure 6.11 shows, the best-fitting curve is nearly
a straight upward line, indicating a positive path coefficient between the two variables.
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Table 6.6. Results of Hypothesis Testing: The China Sample
Motivation-Organizational Commitment Relation
H1a Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with
affective commitment.
H1b Intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance
commitment.
H1c Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with
normative commitment.
H2a Extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective
commitment.
H2b Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with
continuance commitment.
H2c Extrinsic motivation is not associated with normative
commitment.
Motivation-Job Satisfaction Relation
H3 Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction.
H4 Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction.
* Path coefficient is significant, but effect size is only 0.026

Supported?
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes*

Yes
Yes

Figure 6.11. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Intrinsic Motivation and Affective Commitment
(the China sample)
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Hypothesis 1b proposes that intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance
commitment. In the China sample, the SEM analysis results show a non-significant path
coefficient between intrinsic motivation and continuance commitment (path coefficient = -0.065,
p=0.134). This indicates that there is no direct effect of intrinsic motivation on continuance
commitment. Therefore, hypothesis 1b is supported.
Figure 6.12 shows more details of the nonlinear relation between intrinsic motivation and
continuance commitment in the China sample. As the figure shows, the best-fitting curve of the
PLS regression is nearly a flat line, indicating no relation between the two variables.

Figure 6.12. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Intrinsic Motivation and Continuance
Commitment (the China sample)

Hypothesis 1c proposes that intrinsic motivation is positively associated with normative
commitment. This hypothesis is supported by the SEM analysis (path coefficient = 0.436,
p≤0.01). The results indicate that individuals with high levels of intrinsic motivation are more

102
likely to have high normative commitment. The effect size of intrinsic motivation on normative
commitment is 0.192, which means that 19.2 percent of the variance of normative commitment is
explained by intrinsic motivation.
Figure 6.13 shows more details of the nonlinear relation between intrinsic motivation and
normative commitment in the China sample. As figure 6.13 shows, intrinsic motivation is
positively associated with normative commitment. The best-fitting curve of the PLS regression
shows that the upward slope of the curve is mitigated when the intrinsic motivation standardized
score is between -1.2 and 0.7 (approximately 3.5 and 4.4 for the unstandardized Likert scale
points). This indicates that the positive path coefficient between intrinsic motivation and
normative commitment is more obvious when intrinsic motivation is very low or very high.

Figure 6.13. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Intrinsic Motivation and Normative
Commitment (the China sample)
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The first group of hypotheses (1a, 1b, and 1c) is supported by the SEM analysis results. As
predicted, intrinsic motivation is positively associated with affective commitment and normative
commitment but not associated with continuance commitment.
Hypothesis 2a proposes that extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective
commitment; however, the SEM analysis results shows a significant positive path coefficient
between the two variables (path coefficient = 0.173, p≤0.01). The effect size of extrinsic
motivation on affective commitment is 0.044, which indicates that 4.4 percent of the variance of
affective commitment is explained by extrinsic motivation. Therefore, hypothesis 2a is not
supported.
Figure 6.14a shows more details of the relation between extrinsic motivation and
affective commitment in the China sample. As the figure shows, affective commitment increases
when extrinsic motivation is lower than 2.5 and slightly decreases when extrinsic motivation is
higher than 2.5. One of the respondents had a significantly higher extrinsic motivation (monetary
income). If this respondent is treated as an outlier, the adjusted best-fitting curve is shown in
Figure 6.14b. Figure 6.14b shows an upward curve in which affective commitment increases
slower when extrinsic motivation is between 0.8 and 2.0 (approximately $25,000 and $38,000).
In the China sample, observations with an extrinsic motivation higher than 4.4 (approximately
$65,000) is very limited. Therefore, the results of this SEM analysis may not be applicable to
individuals with high extrinsic motivation.
Hypothesis 2b proposes that extrinsic motivation is positively associated with continuance
commitment; however, the SEM analysis results show a negative path coefficient between
extrinsic motivation and continuance commitment (path coefficient = -0.281, p≤0.01). The effect
size of extrinsic motivation on continuance commitment is 0.085,
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Figure 6.14a. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Extrinsic Motivation and Affective
Commitment (the China sample)

Figure 6.14b. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points (without outlier): Extrinsic Motivation and
Affective Commitment (the China sample)
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indicating that 8.5 percent of the variance of continuance commitment is explained by extrinsic
motivation. Therefore, hypothesis 2b is not supported.
Figure 6.15 shows more details of the relation between extrinsic motivation and
continuance commitment in the China sample. As the figure shows, the best-fitting curve of
extrinsic motivation and continuance commitment is a downward S-curve. The curve slightly
goes upward when extrinsic motivation is between 2.5 and 4, but observations are very limited
for extrinsic motivation that is higher than 2.5.

Figure 6.15. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Extrinsic Motivation and Continuance
Commitment (the China sample)

Hypothesis 2c proposes that extrinsic motivation is not associated with normative
commitment. The SEM analysis shows that extrinsic motivation is negatively associated with
normative commitment (path coefficient = -0.173, p≤0.01); however, the effect size of extrinsic
motivation on normative commitment is very small (effect size=0.026), which indicates that only
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2.6 percent of the variance of normative commitment is explained by extrinsic motivation. This
effect size is too weak to be considered relevant from a practical point of view (Cohen, 2013;
Kock, 2013). Therefore, hypothesis 2c is supported.
Figure 6.16a shows more details of the relation between extrinsic motivation and
continuance commitment in the China sample. As Figure 6.16a shows, extrinsic motivation is
negatively associated with normative commitment when the standardized scores of extrinsic
motivation are lower than 2.0 (approximately $25,600). When extrinsic motivation is higher

Figure 6.16a. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Extrinsic Motivation and Normative
Commitment (the China sample)

than 2.0, the relation becomes positive. One observation with high extrinsic motivation makes
the best-fitting curve look like an S-curve. If this respondent is removed as an outlier, the
adjusted best-fitting curve is more like a U-curve (see Figure 6.16b).
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The second group of hypotheses (2a, 2b, and 2c) shows that the effect of extrinsic
motivation on organizational commitment varies among different components. Extrinsic
motivation is positively associated with affective commitment, negatively associated with
continuance commitment, and not associated with normative commitment (significant path
coefficient but low effect size). The China sample lacks observations on extrinsic motivation
higher than 4.4 (approximately $76,000 income per year). Therefore, the SEM analysis results
may not be applicable to individuals with a high income.

Figure 6.16b. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points (without outlier): Extrinsic Motivation and
Normative Commitment (the China sample)

Hypothesis 3 proposes that intrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction. As expected, the SEM analysis shows a significant and positive path coefficient
between intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction (path coefficient = 0.496, p≤0.01). The effect
size of intrinsic motivation on job satisfaction is also very high (effect size=0.254), which
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indicates that 25.4 percent of variance of job satisfaction is explained by intrinsic motivation.
Therefore, hypothesis 3 is strongly supported in the China sample.
Figure 6.17 shows more details of the relation between intrinsic motivation and job
satisfaction in the China sample. As the figure shows, the best-fitting curve is upward when
intrinsic motivation is higher than -1.2 (approximately 3.4 unstandardized Likert scale points).
When intrinsic motivation is lower than -1.2, the curve is slightly downward.

Figure 6.17. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Intrinsic Motivation and Job Satisfaction (the
China sample)

Hypothesis 4 proposes that extrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction. The SEM analysis results show a positive path coefficient between extrinsic
motivation and job satisfaction (path coefficient = 0.163, p≤0.01). The effect size of extrinsic
motivation on job satisfaction is 0.04, indicating that 4 percent of the variance of job satisfaction
is explained by extrinsic motivation. Therefore, hypothesis 4 is supported in the China sample.
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Figure 6.18 shows more details of the relation between extrinsic motivation and job
satisfaction in the China sample. As the figure shows, when extrinsic motivation is lower than
4.4 (approximately $76,800 unstandardized income), the PLS best-fitting curve is upward,
indicating a positive path coefficient between the two variables. Observations with extrinsic
motivation that is higher than 4.4 is very limited. Therefore, the results of this SEM analysis may
not be applicable to individuals with high incomes in China.

Figure 6.18. Best-Fitting Curve and Data Points: Extrinsic Motivation and Job Satisfaction (the
China sample)

Model Comparison between the US Sample and the China Sample
Figure 6.19 shows the comparison of the SEM analysis results (path coefficients and Rsquared coefficients) between the US sample and the China sample. The numbers in parentheses
are for the China sample, and the other numbers are for the US sample. The statistical
significance levels of the path coefficients are also included in the figures, where * refers to
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p≤0.05, ** refers to p≤0.01, and ns refers to non-significant. In Figure 6.19, a solid arrow means
that the two variables are hypothesized to be associated. A dashed arrow means that the two
variables are hypothesized to not be associated.
As Figure 6.19 shows, the relation between intrinsic motivation and affective
commitment is consistent in both the US and the China sample. Intrinsic motivation is positively
associated with continuance commitment in the US sample, but in the China sample, this relation
disappears. The path coefficient between intrinsic motivation and normative commitment is also
consistent in both of the two samples. Similarly, the path coefficient between intrinsic motivation
and job satisfaction is also consistent.
Extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective commitment in the US sample, but it
is highly associated in the China sample. The path coefficient between extrinsic motivation and
continuance commitment also shows an inconsistency in which the US sample shows a nonsignificant path coefficient, but the China sample shows a significant path coefficient. In the US
sample, the path coefficient between extrinsic motivation and normative commitment shows a
moderate positive path coefficient, but in the China sample, this path coefficient is negative. As
mentioned in previous section, the effect size of extrinsic motivation on normative commitment
is very low in both the US and the China samples (0.015 and 0.026, respectively). Extrinsic
motivation is not associated with job satisfaction in the US sample, but in the China sample, this
path coefficient is significant and positive. Generally, the R-squared coefficients of the China
sample are higher than the US sample with the exception of the R-squared coefficients of
continuance commitment. As mentioned previously, in the US sample, one of the control
variables (years of service) contributes most to the R-squared coefficient (R-squared
contribution=0.084).
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Figure 6.19. SEM Analysis Results Comparison between the US Sample and the China Sample
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0.07ns (0.16**)

Extrinsic M.

Hypothesized Relation

Job Satisf.
R2=0.29
(R2=0.33)
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* refers to p≤0.05; ** refers to p≤0.01; ns refers to non-significant
Numbers in parentheses are for the China sample

The difference of the SEM analysis between the two samples may be due to many
reasons, such as sample size, scale inequality, or measurement errors. To further examine
whether or not the difference between the US sample and the China sample is statistically
significant, the present research adopted a comparison procedure developed by Keil et al. (2000).
The detailed methodology of this procedure (builds on the path coefficients, standard errors, and
sample sizes) is presented in Appendix C. Table 6.7 presents the path coefficient comparison
results between the US sample and the China Sample.
As Table 6.7 shows, the path coefficients for each relation are compared between the US
sample and the China sample. Although many of the path coefficients are different between the
two samples, only three of the path coefficients are statistically different. They are: 1) the path
coefficient between intrinsic motivation and continuance commitment. The US sample shows
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significant and positive path coefficient, but the China sample shows a non-significant result; 2)
the path coefficient between extrinsic motivation and continuance commitment. The US sample
shows a non-significant result, but the China Sample result is significant and negative; 3) the
path coefficient between extrinsic motivation and normative commitment. The US sample shows
non-significant results, but the China Sample shows a significant and positive path coefficient.

Table 6.7. Comparison of Path Coefficients
U.S. Sample (size: 136)
China Sample (size: 194)
p Value (one-tailed)
Path
Beta
S. Error
Beta
S. Error
IMJS
0.464
0.068
0.496
0.059
0.362
IMAC
0.316
0.068
0.351
0.059
0.349
IMCC
0.159
0.068
0.065
0.059
0.007
IMNC
0.346
0.068
0.436
0.059
0.160
EM JS
0.072
0.068
0.163
0.059
0.157
EMAC
0.093
0.068
0.173
0.059
0.188
EMCC
-0.011
0.068
-0.281
0.059
0.002
EMNC
0.122
0.068
-0.173
0.059
0.001
Note: IM=intrinsic motivation; EM=extrinsic motivation; JS=job satisfaction; AC=affective commitment;
CC=continuance commitment; NC=normative commitment

The results of this comparison indicate that: 1) there is significant difference in the effect
of motivation on organizational commitment between the respondents from the US and China,
and 2) there is no significant difference in the effect of motivation on job satisfaction between
the respondents from the US and China. Hypothesis 5 proposes that there is a significant
difference between the results of the US sample and the China sample for a motivationorganizational commitment relation. Therefore, hypothesis 5 is supported. Hypothesis 6 proposes
that there is a significant difference between the results of the US sample and the China sample
for a motivation-job satisfaction relation. Therefore, hypothesis 6 is not supported (Table 6.8
presents all results of hypothesis testing).
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Table 6.8. Results of Hypothesis Testing
Motivation-Organizational Commitment Relation
H1a
H1b
H1c
H2a
H2b
H2c

H3
H4

H5

H6

Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with affective
commitment.
Intrinsic motivation is not associated with continuance
commitment.
Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with normative
commitment.
Extrinsic motivation is not associated with affective
commitment.
Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with
continuance commitment.
Extrinsic motivation is not associated with normative
commitment.
Motivation-Job Satisfaction Relation
Intrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction.
Extrinsic motivation is positively associated with job
satisfaction.
Cross-cultural Comparison
There is a significant difference between the path coefficients
of the US sample and the China sample for a motivationorganizational commitment relation.
There is a significant difference between the path coefficients
of the US sample and the China sample for a motivation-job
satisfaction relation.

Supported?
The US China
Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Global businesses require cross-cultural management findings. Therefore, understanding
and managing cultural differences is necessary (Gelfand et al., 2007). High levels of
organizational commitment and job satisfaction may lead to many desirable outcomes, such as
high performance and low turnover (Bang et al., 2013; Brief & Weiss, 2002; Finegold et al.,
2002; Lee et al., 2001; McConnell, 2003; Nayak, 2002; Nhat & Nguyen, 2013; Porter et al., 1974;
Smith, 2009). Work motivation has been shown to have a positive influence by empirical studies
conducted in western cultures (O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Spector, 1997; Springer, 2010;
Tietjen & Myers, 1998).
The applications of these findings in China are missing from the management literature.
Therefore, this dissertation research is a cross-cultural study between the US and China that
examines how intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation affect organizational commitment
and job satisfaction.
The SEM analysis results presented in the previous chapter provide the answers for the
six research questions of this study.

Answers to Research Question 1
The first research question is: How does an individual’s intrinsic motivation affect his or
her organizational commitment? To answer this question in detail, three hypotheses were tested
based on different components of organizational commitment proposed by Meyer and Allen
(1997).
For the path coefficient between intrinsic motivation and affective commitment, the results
of the SEM analysis in this study are highly consistent with the OB literature (Andressen et al.,
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2012; Johnson, 2011; O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999). The path coefficients between intrinsic
motivation and affective commitment in the two samples are 0.32 and 0.35 for the US and China,
respectively (both significant at 0.01 level). This result shows that when an individual is highlymotivated by the enjoyment of doing his/her job, this individual tended to have a high level of
emotional attachment to his/her organization, but the PLS best-fitting curve of the US sample
shows that when intrinsic motivation is very high, the relation becomes negative.
For the path coefficient between intrinsic motivation and continuance commitment, the
SEM analysis shows interesting results. The OB literature contains little discussion of this
relation, but, theoretically, the continuance commitment is the awareness of the cost associated
with leaving an organization. This cost is usually associated with extrinsic forms, such as a good
salary, a good location, or job security, but the results of the US sample shows that American
employees regard intrinsic motivation as a form of cost that keeps them from quitting their jobs.
In China, the results are completely different. The results of the China sample show that Chinese
workers do not commit to their organizations due to the intrinsic motivation provided by their
jobs.
It should be noted that the effect size of intrinsic motivation on continuance commitment
in the US sample is only 0.032. This indicates that for American employees, the loss of intrinsic
motivation is considered to be a cost, albeit a small cost. The SEM analysis shows that for the
American employees, the most influential factor on continuance commitment is years of service.
This means that the time invested by employees in their organizations is considered to be a more
important loss if they resign.
Normative commitment refers to a feeling of obligation to continue employment.
Previous work on the relation between intrinsic motivation and normative commitment is very
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limited. As proposed in Chapter 3, the social value or obligation that keeps an individual
working in a certain organization is not a personal need or goal, but the personal needs of all
social members may shape social values. The SEM analysis confirmed this proposition. Both of
the two samples show a significant and positive link between intrinsic motivation and normative
commitment. This indicates that when an individual has a high level of intrinsic motivation,
he/she is more likely to feel an obligation to continue employment. The PLS best-fitting curve
shows that in the US sample, the effect of intrinsic motivation on normative commitment
decreases when the intrinsic motivation level is high. Conversely, in the China sample, the effect
of intrinsic motivation on normative commitment increases when the intrinsic motivation level is
high.
In summary, intrinsic motivation has a strong influence on organizational commitment.
Both affective commitment and normative commitment are positively and highly associated with
intrinsic motivation, but the influence on continuance commitment varies in different countries.
In the US, there is a positive path coefficient, but in China, there is no relation between intrinsic
motivation and continuance commitment.

Answers to Research Question 2
Research question 2 is: How does an individual’s extrinsic motivation affect his or her
organizational commitment? Similar to research question 1, the present study specifically
examined how the three components of organizational commitment are affected by extrinsic
motivation. As discussed in Chapter 3, the OB literature in this area is still unclear. Andressen et
al. (2012) found a positive link between motivation and affective commitment, but Currivan
(2000) showed that extrinsic motivation (monetary rewards) was not associated with
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organizational commitment. George and Sabapathy’s (2011) study shows that motivation is
positively associated with affective commitment and normative commitment. Some of these
studies did not differentiate between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Some of the studies did
not identify the three components of organizational commitment.
In the present study, the SEM analysis shows very different results for the two samples.
In the US sample, the results generally support the findings of Currivan (2000). Extrinsic
motivation is not associated with the components of organizational commitment (extrinsic
motivation moderately associated with normative commitment, but with a very low effect size).
Monetary reward (pay) is the only form of extrinsic motivation measured in this research.
Therefore, it can be concluded that money does not directly affect an employee’s organizational
commitment in the US. On the other hand, in China, extrinsic motivation shows much more
influence on organizational commitment. Extrinsic motivation is highly associated with all three
components of organizational commitment.
Specifically, in the China sample, extrinsic motivation is positively associated with
affective commitment. This result is unexpected since the OB literature did not suggest a
theoretical or empirical link between them. Unlike the American employees, Chinese employees
generate more emotional attachment to their organization when extrinsic motivation is increased.
The PLS best-fitting curve shows that the positive influence of extrinsic motivation will weaken
when the extrinsic motivation level increases.
The result of the China sample shows that extrinsic motivation is negatively associated
with continuance commitment. This result contradicts the theoretical link discussed in Chapter 3.
By definition, continuance commitment is supposed to be an awareness of the cost associated
with leaving an organization. Accordingly, the China sample shows that when an employee has a
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high income (relatively high extrinsic motivation level), the cost of leaving an organization will
be less influential. The explanation of this result may be related to factors such as ease of
movement, movement capital, or general training, which describe an employee’s ability to work
for different organizations (Kim, Price, Mueller, & Watson, 1996; Larson & Fukami, 1985; Ou,
2004; Trevor, 2001). An employee’s high level of income may be due to his/her high ease of
movement. Therefore, the extrinsic motivation gained from an organization will not necessarily
be a cost when the employee leaves. The PLS best-fitting curve shows that the negative relation
between extrinsic motivation and continuance commitment is reduced when extrinsic motivation
levels increase.
In the China sample, the PLS best-fitting curve shows that the relation between extrinsic
motivation and normative commitment is a nonlinear U-shape curve. When extrinsic motivation
is low, extrinsic motivation is negatively associated with normative commitment. This indicates
that the more extrinsic rewards that an employee gained, the less normative commitment he/she
had, but when the extrinsic motivation level is high, extrinsic motivation shows a positive path
coefficient with normative commitment. This indicates that when a Chinese employee receives a
high level of extrinsic rewards, he/she is more likely to generate a feeling of obligation to
continue employment. It should be noted that the effect size of extrinsic motivation on normative
commitment is only 0.026 (slightly higher than 0.02 criteria). This result indicates that the
impact of extrinsic motivation is too weak to be considered for practical purposes.
Generally, the results of the present study show that extrinsic motivation has more
influence on organizational commitment in China than in the US. In other words, Chinese
workers are more sensitive to the changes of extrinsic motivation than American workers are.
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This finding is consistent with King and Bu’s (2005) research in which American students prefer
promotion and interesting work, while Chinese students prefer good pay and bonuses.

Answers to Research Question 3
The third research question is: How does an individual’s intrinsic motivation affect his or
her job satisfaction? For this relation, as mentioned in Chapter 3, the OB literature is quite
consistent. Intrinsic motivation is proposed to be positively associated with job satisfaction
(Kuvaas, 2006; Spector, 1997; Stringer et al., 2011).
The results of the present study are also consistent with other OB studies. Both results
show highly significant and positive path coefficients (0.46 for the US and 0.50 for China). The
effect size of intrinsic motivation on job satisfaction is also very high (0.226 for the US and
0.254 for China). This indicates that in both the US and China, employees highly motivated by
the enjoyment of the job tended to be more satisfied with their job. The PLS best-fitting curve
shows that in China, the relation is stronger when intrinsic motivation is high.

Answers to Research Question 4
The fourth research question is: How does an individual’s extrinsic motivation affect his
or her job satisfaction? Since this research used monetary rewards as the representative for
extrinsic motivation, this question can be translated to: Can money improve an employee’s job
satisfaction? It is a very practical question; however, in the OB literature, surprisingly few
studies address the link between extrinsic motivation and job satisfaction (Brief & Weiss, 2002;
Spector, 1997).
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The SEM analysis of this study shows different results for the US and China. In the US
sample, it shows that extrinsic motivation is not associated with job satisfaction. In other words,
whether or not an American employee is satisfied with his/her job does not depend on money (at
least it does not directly depend on money). In the China sample, extrinsic motivation is
positively associated with job satisfaction. Although the effect size is not very high (0.04),
extrinsic motivation can still be considered to be a factor in improving job satisfaction; however,
the PLS best-fitting curve shows that the effect of extrinsic motivation will decrease when
extrinsic motivation levels are high.

Answers to Research Question 5
The fifth research question is: How does the relation between work motivation and
organizational commitment differ between the US and China? This dissertation research is
designed to provide more cross-cultural evidence in OB field. It is designed to examine whether
or not the OB findings developed in counties with a western culture (such as the US) is also
applicable to China in particular. Research question 5 was examined by a path coefficients
comparison between the two samples, which is discussed in Chapter 6. The result of the
comparison shows that the path coefficient between intrinsic motivation and continuance
commitment is significantly different between the US sample and the China sample. More
specifically, the US employees believed that the loss of intrinsic motivation in a job is a potential
cost if they leave their organization, but Chinese employees did not regard the loss of intrinsic
motivation as a cost.
Also, the path coefficient between extrinsic motivation and continuance commitment is
very different for the two countries. In the US, extrinsic motivation does not directly affect
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employees’ awareness of the cost of leaving their current organization, but in China, the higher
extrinsic motivation an employee received, the less continuance commitment he/she had. For
Chinese employees, the loss of current extrinsic rewards is not considered to be a cost.
The distinct role of extrinsic motivation is also shown in its relation with normative
commitment. In the US sample, extrinsic motivation is positively associated with normative
commitment; however, in the China sample, this relation is negative when extrinsic motivation is
low and becomes positive when extrinsic motivation is high. It should be noted that in both
samples, extrinsic motivation does not have a large influence on people’s sense of obligation to
continue employment (explaining approximately 2 percent of variance in normative
commitment).
Generally, the path coefficient comparison shows Chinese employees are more sensitive
to monetary rewards than American employees. The explanation of these results may due to a
self-selection process, in which Chinese employees from less developed region relocate
themselves to the large cities in eastern part of China for higher monetary compensations.

Answers to Research Question 6
The last research question is: How does the relation between motivation and job
satisfaction differ between the US and China? Similar to the previous question, this question is
also answered by the comparison of the path coefficients presented in Chapter 6. Although the
path coefficient is different in the relation between extrinsic motivation and job satisfaction for
the two samples, the comparison procedure developed by Keil et al. (2000) shows that there is no
statistically significant difference between the two path coefficients.
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The difference of the path coefficients may be due to the different sample sizes (the US is
136 and China is 192). The larger sample size of the China sample may improve the significance
level of the path coefficient. Still, the impact of extrinsic motivation on job satisfaction is very
low. The effect size in the China sample shows only 4% on job satisfaction that is explained by
extrinsic motivation.

Conclusion Summary
This dissertation research has discussed how work motivation affects organizational
commitment and job satisfaction in the US and China. Six research questions are proposed and
properly answered by a SEM analysis based on a PLS regression. Generally, in both countries,
intrinsic motivation has a meaningful impact on organizational commitment. The only exception
is that intrinsic motivation is not directly related with continuance commitment in the China
sample. Intrinsic motivation is also highly associated with job satisfaction in both samples,
which is consistent with the OB literature.
For extrinsic motivation (monetary rewards), the US sample and the China sample show
very different results. Generally, extrinsic motivation in China is much more influential than in
the US. Extrinsic motivation is highly associated with organizational commitment and job
satisfaction in the China sample, but in the US sample, extrinsic motivation is only moderately
associated with normative commitment.
The findings of this research can be summarized as follows: 1) In terms of affecting
commitment and satisfaction, money has much more influence in China than in the US. This
means that for a US-based company operating in China, it is important to understand the
effectiveness of money as a motivator. Similarly, for a Chinese company expanding to the US, it
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is important to understand that monetary rewards may not work as well as expected. 2)
Enjoyment of the job is considered to be a type of potential cost that keeps US employees from
resigning; however, for Chinese employees, the cost of leaving an organization is mainly a
monetary cost. The awareness of losing an enjoyable job is not a factor that can keep a Chinese
employee in an organization. 3) This dissertation research provides empirical evidence that the
relation between work motivation and organizational commitment is significantly different
between the US and China, but the relation between work motivation and job satisfaction is
generally the same. Therefore, scholars and practitioners should not simply apply OB findings to
all countries with different cultures without conducting a specific empirical analysis.
The empirical findings of this study can apply to different motivation theories, and
accordingly, they can generate different explanations. For example, this study shows that
monetary reward has more influence on organizational commitment in China than in the US. If
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory is applied, it can be concluded that American employees
who have a higher average salary have reached a higher needs level than Chinese employees. If
the achievement motivation theory is applied, it can be concluded that the standard of excellence
in the need for achievement may be different in the US and China. If the equity theory is applied,
the present study shows that, at least in China, employees’ perception of their monetary income
depends on what they actually earned. Organizations may not completely distort this perception
by controlling employees’ references. If the expectancy theory is applied, the findings of the
present study show that the valence may differ in the US and China. If the goal-setting theory is
applied, the findings of the present study may indicate that the desirable outcome in the goalsetting process may vary in the US and China.
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Many previous OB studies have focused on similar topics (Currivan, 2000; Meyer et al.,
2004; O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999; Spector, 1997; Springer, 2010; Tietjen & Myers, 1998) but
were not as comprehensive as this dissertation study because: 1) most previous studies were only
conducted in western cultures, and cross-cultural studies have been very limited (Boyacigiller &
Adler, 1991; Gelfand et al., 2007). No previous research on this topic has conducted a crosscultural comparison between the US and China. 2) Many studies did not clearly identify the
types of work motivation (Andressen et al., 2012; Stringer et al., 2011). As the literature review
chapter shows, intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation have very different effects on
organizational commitment and job satisfaction, which is also confirmed by the SEM results of
the present study. 3) Many studies did not identify the components of organizational
commitment, and normative commitment has usually been ignored by previous OB studies
(Andressen et al., 2012; George & Sabapathy, 2011; O'Driscoll & Randall, 1999). The present
study shows that different components of organizational commitment have very different path
coefficients with work motivation. Therefore, this cross-national study with a clear identification
of the types of work motivation and the components of organization commitment is a valuable
empirical study that will contribute to future OB studies and business practices.

Limitations and Future Research
This dissertation research is subject to many limitations. Therefore, scholars and
practitioners should be aware of these limitations when applying the results of this research.
Some of the limitations may be controlled or eliminated in future research. This section discusses
each of the limitations and provides suggestions on how to avoid or control them in future
research.
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Motivation and Reward
As discussed in Chapter 2, motivation is a set of energetic forces that originate both
within as well as beyond an individual’s being, to initiate work-related behavior and to determine
its form, direction, intensity, and duration (Latham & Pinder, 2005; Pinder, 1998). These
“energetic forces” cannot be observed directly. Instead, operationally, researchers measure the
factors that trigger the energetic forces, which are rewards, incentives, or motivators. Therefore,
in the present research, the relation between work motivation and commitment are actually the
relation between rewards and commitment.
When applying the results of this study, it should be noted that a high level of rewards
does not necessarily lead to a high level of motivation. For example, an employee may earn
high-level extrinsic rewards (such as salary) but may not be motivated because: 1) he/she
believes his/her efforts deserve a higher income (equity theory), 2) he/she does not need money
(hierarchy of needs), or he/she pays more attention to the enjoyment of the job itself (intrinsic
motivation).
As the motivation theories reviewed in Chapter 2 show, there are many factors that can
distort the relation between rewards and motivation according to different motivation theories. It
is difficult to control all types of disturbances. Therefore, in future research, a measurement that
describes to which extent an individual works for extrinsic motivation can be included in the
SEM analysis as a control factor, which can be named extrinsic orientation. In this case, only the
individuals with a high-level of extrinsic orientation and who actually received a high level of
extrinsic rewards can be viewed as an individual who has high extrinsic motivation. In the OB
literature, Tremblay et al. (2009) provided a measurement scale that has similar function. Table
7.1 shows the measurements developed by Tremblay et al. (2009).
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Table 7.1. Extrinsic Orientation Measurement Scales (Tremblay et al., 2009)
#
Question items for intrinsic motivation
Why Do You Do Your Work?
1
Because of the income it provides me.
2
Because I chose this type of work to attain my career goals.
3
Because it allows me to earn money.
4
Because it helps me to keep my living standard.
5
Because this type of work provides me with security.

Extrinsic Reward and Money
Both the literature review chapter and the methodology chapter clearly state that extrinsic
rewards are not limited to money. Extrinsic motivation is “doing something because it leads to a
separable outcome” (Deci & Ryan, 1985: 55). The “separable outcome” is called incentives,
rewards, or motivators. In the OB literature, the rewards that lead to extrinsic motivation are
usually referred to as extrinsic rewards, which include many types of tangible or intangible
things. Extrinsic rewards include rewards such as money, promotion, job security, and health
benefits.
Operationally, only limited numbers of extrinsic rewards can be measured. Therefore,
researchers have to choose the major types of extrinsic rewards as a representative to measure
extrinsic motivation. For a cross-cultural cross-organizational research, a new challenge is that
the extrinsic reward should be comparable. As discussed in the methodology chapter, extrinsic
rewards (such as promotion and job security) are not comparable for all organizations.
Furthermore, individuals may assign different weights to different types of rewards. After
measuring each reward, researchers need another measurement to determine the relative
importance of each reward. Previous OB studies have not provided a good solution for this issue.
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Therefore, when applying the results of this dissertation research, scholars and
practitioners should be aware that money is the only type of extrinsic reward measured and used
as the proxy for extrinsic motivation. Accordingly, the results may not be reliable when applying
them to other forms of extrinsic rewards. To overcome this limitation, future research could be
conducted in one multinational corporation that has branches in different countries. In this case,
extrinsic rewards, such as promotion and job security, may be comparable. Also, research that
examines the exchange rate between different types of rewards is needed in the future.

The Role of Culture
Chapter 2 explains that the empirical OB findings vary for different countries. The
present study also confirms this conclusion. The factor that affects individuals’ behavior in
different countries is proposed to be their national culture (Hofstede, 1980, 1989; Kawar, 2012;
Tsui et al., 2007); however, for a two-country study, it is difficult to use statistical techniques to
examine the role of culture. It is also difficult to exclude potential effects from factors such as
economy, location, and weather. That is why in a review of international OB literature, Tsui et al.
(2007) found more than half of the two-country studies mentioned culture variables, but did not
measure them in questionnaires.
In future research, more countries should be included in the comparison. In this case,
culture variables, such as power distance and individualism, can be measured and compared to
examine the role of culture. Economic factors, such as gross domestic product (GDP) and
consumer price index (CPI), should also be included as control variables. Furthermore, cultural
manipulation checks should be conducted to examine whether or not the subjects of the
questionnaire are representatives of their national culture.
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Selection Bias
The present study is subject to under-coverage bias in which the population (employees
with a regularly paid position) may be inadequately represented in the sample. As mentioned in
Chapter 3, the sample data are collected from a questionnaire that was mainly distributed through
an online survey system. The respondents of the online survey are invited by the author through
email, Twitter, and LinkedIn. Therefore, many respondents are connected to one another.
Therefore, the study sample shows some common features that may not be a common feature of
the population. For example, Table 3.8 shows that most of the respondents have a high level of
education.
In future research, this bias may be overcome by introducing a random sampling
procedure in which respondents are chosen based on chance rather than connection. Online
methods should be replaced by a random telephone survey.
Another selection bias of this study is the non-response bias. As mentioned in Chapter 3,
more than 2000 surveys were distributed. Of these surveys, 330 valid responses were collected.
The people who did not fill out the survey may differ from the people who answered the survey.
In future studies, a technique can be used to check whether or not non-response bias exists.
Future studies should track the time of the responses and treat late responses as non-response
samples then compare the variance between early responses and late responses. If the variances
of the two samples are not statistically different, then the sample can be regarded as free of nonresponse bias.
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Boundaries of the Study
This is an organizational behavior (OB) research focused on work motivation fields. In
this study, a job/work refers to a paid position of regular employment, rather than to a voluntary
or forced labor job. Furthermore, the results of this study are only applicable to the employees
with similar motivations, commitment, and satisfaction levels. For example, most of the US
respondents in the present study had an annual salary lower than $140,000. Individuals with an
annual salary much higher than this amount may not be represented by this study (the average
and standard deviation of each variable is presented in Table 3.8).
Future research with a larger sample size should be conducted in order to expand the
applicability and increase the reliability of the research. As Chapter 6 shows, many of the
relations are nonlinear relations. When the data range changes, the path coefficients between the
variables also change accordingly. It should also be aware that the nonlinear relationship
discovered in this research may due to measurement error, which is another limitation of this
research.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A1:
QUESTION ITEMS FULL TEXT
Please mark a score for each question from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree).
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well.
My opinion of myself goes down when I do this job badly.
I take pride in doing my job as well as I can.
I feel unhappy when my work is not up to my usual standard.
I like to look back on the day’s work with a sense of a job well done.
I try to think of ways of doing my job effectively.
My job is so interesting that it is a motivation in itself.
The tasks that I do at work are enjoyable.
My job is meaningful.
How much compensation you earned from current job last year? (If you are not currently
employed,
please
apply
to
the
most
recently
job
you
worked.)
$___________________ /year
I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job.
Most of the time, I have to force myself to go to work.
I feel that I am happier in my work than most other people.
I like my job better than the average worker does.
My job offers me more than I expect.
I definitely dislike my work.
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.
I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own
I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my organization.
I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having another one lined up.
It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to.
Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my organization now.
Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire.
I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.
I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer.
Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my organization now.
I would feel guilty if I left my organization now.
I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of obligation to the
people in it.
What is your gender? Male Female
What is your age?
____________
What is the highest education level you obtained?
1. Less than high school
2. High school or high school equivalent
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3. Some college
4. 4-year college degree
5. Graduate or professional training
34. I have had approximately _________ years of full time work experience.
35. I have had approximately _________ years of part time work experience.
36. I have worked for my current organization for ___________ years.
Thanks for your valued contribution and support.
For any concerns of this questionnaire, please contact worldacademic@gmail.com
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APPENDIX A2:
QUESTION ITEMS OF LATENT VARIABLES
Code:
IM01
IM02
IM03
IM04
IM05
IM06
IM07
IM08
IM09
JS01
JS02
JS03
JS04
JS05
JS06
AC01
AC02
AC03
AC04
AC05
CC01
CC02
CC03
CC04
CC05
NC01
NC02
NC03
NC04

Question Items for Intrinsic Motivation
I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well.
My opinion of myself goes down when I do this job badly.
I take pride in doing my job as well as I can.
I feel unhappy when my work is not up to my usual standard.
I like to look back on the day’s work with a sense of a job well done.
I try to think of ways of doing my job effectively.
My job is so interesting that it is a motivation in itself.
The tasks that I do at work are enjoyable.
My job is meaningful.
Question Items for Job satisfaction
I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job.
Most of the time, I have to force myself to go to work.
I feel that I am happier in my work than most other people.
I like my job better than the average worker does.
My job offers me more than I expect.
I definitely dislike my work.
Question Items for Affective Commitment
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.
I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own
I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my organization.
I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
Question Items for Continuance Commitment
I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having another one lined
up.
It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to.
Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my
organization now.
Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire.
I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.
Question Item for Normative Commitment
I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer.
Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my
organization now.
I would feel guilty if I left my organization now.
I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of obligation to
the people in it.
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APPENDIX B:

NORMAL Q-Q PLOT OF LATENT VARIABLES
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APPENDIX C:

METHODOLOGY FOR MULTI-GROUP COMPARISON
t = (W1 − W2 )/[S12 × �(

1

N1

+

1

N2

)]

(N1 − 1)2
(N1 − 1)2
1
1
S12 = ��
× S1 2 +
× S2 2 � × (� + )
(N1 + N2 − 2)
(N1 + N2 − 2)
N1 N2
Note:

Wi=indicator weight of sample i
S12=pooled estimator for the variance
Si=Standard error of indicator weight of sample i
t=t-statistic with N1+N2-2 degrees of freedom
Ni=sample size of sample i
(Kock, 2014)
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